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Commit tee of the PrivY Council reiterates the opinion expressed
in Pictou v. Geldert, (1893) A.C. 524 (see ante vol. 29, P. 740), to
the effect that, although a municipality be under a statutory
obligation to keep the highways within its limits in repair, yct it
is not liable to be sued for damages resulting from its Oniission
to 'do so in the absence of any statutory provision to that effect.
In Ontario there is such a statutory provision - see Municipal
Act, 1892, S. 531.

PATE~NT FOR IMI'ROVENIENTS IN 01.1) MACHINE-INFIRîs,ç;F.EME'"'

The suit of Blrown v. Yackson, (1895) A.C. 446, ;vas a Pat1ent.
case in which the appeal was brought froni the Supremne Court
of Ceylon. The action was to restrain the aileged infringetterit
of the plaintiff's patent, which wvas for irnpravements to ani old
and well-known machine. The alleged infringements had the
same object as the plaintiff's inm'rovements, but they effécted it
iri a maniner flot strictly corresponding to the plaintiff's specifica-
tion ; and it wvas held by the judicial Committee-that the patentee
must be limited strictly to the exact terms of his specification,
and that there xvas consequently no infringemerit.

The Law Reports fo r September comprise (1895) 2 Q.13., pp.
329-443 ; (1895) P-, pp. 285-300 ; (1895) 2 Ch., pp. 465-55o: and
(1895) A.C., PP. 457-541.

RAILAY CoLUC-GSE(E'sh:AGE-PARSONAI. IUC;G. OF KAN-
PROPRR'IV OF MASIKR IN CFRVNS TODYI).

Meux v. Great Easternu Ry. CO-, (I895) 2 Q.B. 387, Wais an'
action against a railway company to recover damages for thc liss
of the pl aintiff's property. The property in question consisted of
the livery of the plaintiff's servant, which was in the custody' of the
servant, and formed part of his personal luggage while travelling
as a passenger on the defendants' railway, and which had been
destroyed owing to an act of misfeasance of the defendants' por-
ter. The d efendants sought to escape liability to the plaintiff on
the ground that the, contract madé by the defendants wvas a. per-
sonal contract with the plaintiff's servant, wvho alone had a
right to sue ; and that the plaintiff could flot recover bjecause the
goods were not lawfully on the defendants' premises, and
Mathew, J., dismissed the action on these grounds; but the Court
of Appeal (Lord Eâher, M.R., and Kay and Smith, L.JJ.) held


