
18 CANADA LAW JOURNAL.

SALE Or' eOOD-MARKZ OVCRT-4)ýUsToOr 0FCITY or LONDONn-
SHoP--AuOTioN ROom-T0ovimR--DzuANi AND REFUSAI, BE-

SFORE WRIT.

l. Clazyton v. Le Roy, (1911) 2 K.B. .1031, the facts were
soinewhat strange and peculiar. l'he defendants bail sold te the
plaintiff a watch, which wa.- sub equently #toien and the defen-
dant was informed of the theft. Later the wateh wag sold at

* auction with a number of ether unredeemed pawnbroker 's
pledgea. The sale took place on the flrst floor of a bubLding in
the city of London in a room used solely for auction sales of ail

j classeà of goods. Shortly afterwards the wateh was purchased
at a jeweller's shop iu the country -by a 31r. Burnett, who sent

y it to the defendant for an opinion as to wvhether it was a genuine
antique wateh. The defendant wrote to Burnett informing hlma
that the wateh had been stolen, and aloo to the plaintiff, and

W inquired as to their wishes in the matter. No an8wer was sent
by the plaintiff, but a few days afterwards the piaintiff'n solici-
tors' clerk called on the defendant, and on being shewn the
watch demanded that it should be then and there given up e<o
him for the plaintiff, and on the defendant 's refusai to give it
up, served him witb the writ of summons in the action in detinue

i1 ~ whieh had been issued two hours pi'eviously. Seruitton, J., who
s tried the action held that the auction room ivas not a market

* overt within the nieaning of the c.ustom of the city of London
whereby each shop wherc gooda are usuaily sold in the city is

~~ deemed a market overt; and*he gave judgxnent for the plaintif
But the Court of Appeai (Williams, Mfoulton, and Farwell,
L.JJ.), without deciding the question of markcet overt, held (Wii-

j liame, L.J,, dis8enting) that there had becu no wrongful refusai
on the part of the defendant te return the watch before the
issue of the writ, and cousequently the plaintiff had no cause of
action either ini detihue or trover.

CO41C CooÂ n FORviWcE Fop, PfflIOI ExcpEiNa À VEAR,-PriOVIS-ioi
FOR DETERMINATION OF CONTRACT WITHIN A YEAR ON NOTICE-
STATFJTE OF FRXUDS (29 CA.4t Il. c. 3), s. 4-(R.S.O. c. 338,

Ha&wt v. Ehrlich (1911) 2 K.B. 10M6. This waa a case stated1by an arbitrator and the question for decioion was whether a
contraet of service or employment for two years, subject to a prto-

4 vision enabling either party te terminate it at any time on giving

six montha' notice, was one that was required te be in writin,7
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