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An nuthor bas ne manopoly je a tbeory pro-

pounded hy him.
Per James, V. C. Ie cases'of litérary piracy,

the défendant is ta accaunt for evéry copy cf bis
book sold, as if it had been a copy of the plain-
tiff's.-PikeY. Nichala8, L. R. 5 Ch. 251.

8. Although a rival publishér le net justifiéd
in copying slips cut tram a Directory previously
publisbed by anothér party by having sent out
canvassers te verify theni, and ta ebtain the
lenve eft<has;e whose namea wéré on the slips ta
publisb théem in that form, he may use snucb slips
to direct bis cenvassers whéré te go for the pur-
poe of obtainin g the addrcsses anew. -Morris Y.
Wrigqht, L. R. 5 Ch. 179.

DEATI-Those wbo found a right upon thé
fact tbat a persan, wbo bas net been beard et for
séven years, survived a particular period, met
establish that fact affirxatively by évidence.

A., a te2tator, died January 5, 1861, and left
n residué ta bis nephews. The hast Ibat w&B
known of B , one et bis nepbews, 'nus that hé
was entéréd je thé hooks et the Amrerican NavY
as baving desertéd June 16, 1860, whilé on leave
IIeld, that B. was net sheve ta bave survived A.,
and that bis pérsonal réprésentatives could no
dlaim a sharé under A.'s will. -I la e Phent"
Trusts, L. R. 5 Ch. 139.

ExECUTR AND ADMINI5TRATOR...... Thé pal-
ment et oe légacy by éxécutars eut of thoir
ewe maney, as a gratuity, lis net an admission et
asséts far thé payeént et others. Neither is &
payenent out et thé estate et oe ef tva exécuters
who weré aise residuary legateés, by bis repré-
séntatives, ta thé survivar je compromise et his
dlaim as sucb résiduary legatée. - Cadbury v.-
Smithe, L. R. 9 Eq. 87.

2. Exécutera béforé probaté directéd A., thé
manager et thé testatrix's chémical works, ta
continué te managé theen, wbich be did. GoodB
ot thé téstatrix thus in A2)s banda as agent Ot
thé exécutera wexe oeized on fi fa. on thé groutid
Ihat hé vas exécuter de son tort. Thé exécutor'
afterwards provéd thé wîll. lleid, that A. wai
not éxecutor de son tort..-SYles v. Syeg L. R.
5 c. P. 113.

IIUsBAND AND WIFU.-1. Moeey advanced fer,
and appliéd ta, thé support et a marriéd vern
whe bas been déaértéd and left withent support
by ber hushand, mlay b. récoered et bum ie
equity.-Dtare v. Soutien, L. R. 9 Eq. 151.

FlXTURzS.-Tradé fixturés, vhich are annexed
te a building hy boîta and acréva for thé single
purposé et steadying théem wbén in use, and

wbich cau hé remeved witbeut injury ta the free-
hold, Pass ta thé mortgagee under a previons
équitable mortgage....Longbottom v. Berry, L. R-
5 Q. B. 123.

ONTARIO REPORTS.

QUEEN'S BENCII.

(RePorted bi' C. RoBinesoN, EaQ., Q.C., Reporter to thLe Court.)

LouaH Y. COLEMAN ET AL.
Diviion court bailif-Notice of action-Sciture tender sepa-

'rate u'rite-Joint liability of execution plaintiffs.
A Division Court Bailliff la entitled, under C. S. U. C. ch.

19, sec. 198, to notice of action for a seizure and sale of
goods under execution, althoughi he is indemnified anddireeted to sell by the execution creditor.

Held, that upon the facts jn this case set out below, there
Waa evidence to show that it was one seizure and one.
sale under thé direction and for the benefit of the twedefendants holding separate exécutions, and that they
were therefore jointly hiable.

On the ground of excessive damages, the court refused to
interfère, thé excesa being only $50.

r29 U. C. Q. B., 367.]
Trespass for entering thé plaintiff's land. and

seizing and taking certain cattié, &o. ; with a
count in trover.

Plea, by the detendants Coleman, flot guilty,
by Statute, Consol. Stat. U. C. ch. 19, secs. 193,
195, and 198. Pleas by the ether defendants,
Simeon and Fluke, flot guilty ; and goode no<t tbe
plaintiff le.

At the trial, before Wilson, J., at the Spring
Assizes for 1869, at Cobourg, the plaintiff ca.lled
Peter Coleman, one of thé defendants, who proved
that he was a bailiff of the Division Court, that
hé had je bis bands two éxecutians, at the res-
pective suite of the défendants Sienson and Fluke,
against oe John Swain: that hé séized thé goods
in question undér thèse exécutions, thé other
défendant Coleman being bis son and assistant
and that afterwards these defendants, by separate
bonds, indemnified bien, and, being indexnnifiéd,
he sold thé goods. He first drew a joint bond,
which Sienson signed, but Fluké would nat johO
ie it, and ho gave a séparate bond, Sienson sige-
ing bis the day before the sale, and Fluké cO
the iday of the salé. Thé witne8s stated he hsd
ne indemnity when lie seized, but that hé had
tbe orders of thé defendants, ta go on and seize
the propérty hé found an the place, and fié re-
maved the propérty and kept it niné days béfere
oélling. He furtber statéd that Fluké and Siin-
son (thé deféndants> tald bien ta seize and net tO
ieterplead, as tbéy would také the property and
séll it: that they did not jointly give bien instruc-
tions, but each as ta bis own exécution ; that ho
made the seizuré for bath on thé same day, and
at thé samé time, and aéizéd énough ta satioff
bath exécutions, and advérlised separatély undéf
-eh. Thé witneFs produced the executious
under which hé sold the articles.

It was suhmitted, on the part cf thé defendantO
Colenman, tbe hailiffs, that thé action agaiflot
théem failed, as théy recéived no notice of action;
and as ta thé athér défendants, that there Ws5'
no joint action or seizure by Ihéem ta make thl
jointly liablé, but séparaté executiens and sepa'
rate bonds cf indén2nity.
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