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Irving, J.] MrGRr,.oR v. iNcCxlIuoR.[a'h3

Re'pkvt)- W.4etieer il is an aetion/or tort-Catnktanmiti i ~ï~
his ulife--Married Wvman's Prüper#,y Aet, R.S.B. C t8p7, i. ýù

This was a replevitn action, in which die husband sought to recover fror
hié wifé certain furniture adxnittedly the property of the wlfe. The dek.nce
was that such an action cannot be broujght by a husband agaînst is, wifé,
By M-arried WVoren'à Pr*operty Act, (R.S.C. ï897, el. 1300-8 3) "lvrY

-o eC.......shail have in bcr own mirne agaînst ail p(crsons
whoinsocver, iiicluding ber huaband, the saine remedies for the protecion
and security of.ber own separate property as if such property belorigcd to
ber as a fenie soie, but, except as aforesaid, no husband or %vife stiaH 1)c
entitled te sue the other for a tort."

IIe/d, that a repleviin action is an action for a tort and thereforc a
husband cannot inaintain it against bis wifé. Appeil disrnissed.

MaI~rtin, Attorney.General, for appellant. l, for respondent,

Full Court> j Mr9 .

SHox-r;' FttnERiTioi, BRA.ND SAUM~ON CA~NNING Co.

P>a te fi-lnPinge ne n 1- Me niie -Pr a clice- Co mpa ey -fitt d q#i//ce fi, /, ce
of business -JÂ. S. C. 1885, C. 6j, S. 30.

Appeal by plaintiT from an order of litvm;, J., cbanging tbe place of
trial of tbe action, %vbich wvas one for the infringement of a patent, 1 -roni
Vancouver to Victoria. niu bead office of the company was at
Victoria. It bad canneries at otber places. Tbe plaintifl coniplained
tbat an infringeinit of bis patent in respect of soldering cans took
place at one of these places. The ground of the appeal was tbat the
P>atent Act, R.S. C. 1886, c. 6x, relating to the issue of tbewrit and tbeplace

q of trial of actions tbereunder ivas satisfled by laying the venue at Vancouver.
Held, tbat in an action against a conipany for infringement of a patent

tbe venue sbould be laid at the place of the registry wbîcb is nearest tlie
bead office of the conipany.

1î.Afap-titi, Attorney-General, for appellant. H'al, for respondent.

POWFLi. v. RUSKIN.

In this case, noted ante p 241, tbe flecision was upbeld on appeal, by
l\EREri-rti, J., on tbe autbority of an unreported decisiotn'by ARmouR. C.j.
In the last paragraph of the note on p. 24t the nameéi plaintifoeand diýend-
ant sbould be transposed.


