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* with him. Whether the resuit would have been the samne if the
claimi had been based merely on the right to contribution seems

* doubtful.
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Nutter V. h'oI/and, (1894) 3 Ch. 408; 7 R. Nov. 158, la a case
on a similar point to that involved in Neville v. Matthewtnait,
supra P. 83. The defendant, a trustee, had adrnitted, ini an
accounit rendered by hlm, that he had received £809 of the trust
estate, but there wvas no admission that the money was stili in his
biands. The plaintiff made an application for an order on the
defendant to pay the £809 into court;. the defen#ant claimedJ
that an accounit should be taken in the ordinary way. In this
case the application was made under the English Rule
Ord. lv., r. 4, which authorizes an originating summons to
be issued for payment ilito court of noney in the hands of
triistees. 0f this Rule there is.no counterpart in Ontario (but

*sou Rlile 756). The Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes, and
Davev. L..jj.) bield that the Rule only applied to money actually
ini the hands of the trustee, and if it is not in his hands, though
bu miay be responsiblc for it, the Rule does not apply ; they
thertŽtnre inade an order siînply for administration of the trusts.
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In Hollinrake v. T'rustiell, (1894) 3 Ch. 420; 7 R. Dec. 134,
the Court of Appeal (Lord Hersclhell, L.C., and Lindley
ani I)avey, L.JI.) have been unable to agree %vith the decision
of \Vright, J.-, (1893) 2 Ch. 377 (no1ted &nte Vol. 29, P. 514), that
a cardboard pattern sleeve containing upon it scales, figures, and
descriptive words for adapting it to sleeves of different dimien-
sions, can be the subject of copyright as being a map, plan, or
chart. but they thought it might possibly be the subject of a
patent as an instrument or tool.
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s. 14-(R.S.O., c. 123,8S. 2).

In re Tucker, Tucker v. Tacker, (1894) 3 Ch. 429, the defendant
\ilimTucker appealed from the decision of Romer, J.,(1894)

i Ch. 724 (noted amie vol. 3o, p. 500). As will be seen frorn that
note, William Tucker was liable to the plaintiff for a debt as a
niember'of a firm of Baker, Tucker & Co., froni which he retired


