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will not lie against a perso, wvho hotrîestly makes a misrcpresett-
tion which rnisleads another. Starkey, the niember of the firîn
who w~as held to he liable, wvas ordered to pay, niot only the arnouint
thc B3ank wec ordered to pay the plaintiff for damnages and costs,
but also the Bank.s costs of defending the action.

LUNRATIOC- FtiEi(;N CONIMITTEE.

NV'z, -~ , -euit o. v. Kej'e ~~9[ h 6,as an
action broughit by a lunatic by her next friend and the plaititiff
company, which had been appointed comrnîttee of lier person aiid
property bv a Nev Xork tribunal, she being resident in, and fournd
lunlatic, by a Court in that State. The objcct of the action was to

ê recover property belonging to the lunatic, part of %, hich wvas iii the
hands of batikers wvho %verc madle defendants and other part in the
hands of trustees who wvere also defendants. Cozens-Ilitrclv, 1
held that neither the plaintiff, suing by ber nlext Çriend, nor lie
company haci right to recover the propert>' of the lunatic atid that
it wvas in the discretion of the Court as to whether or not, under
the circurnstanices, the property in question should bc paid overci to
the company) ; and in the exercise of that discretion hc ordercd
the balance of the monceys in question, after deducting- thr delcend-
ants' costs, as between solicitor and client, to bc paid to thc
committe.

DISTRESS FOR XENT-PArEs-îu T iAE T SALEI OF, L'NIER I)IS'IRkES4 1'L R.

kCHA.SER OF PATENTEDI 01MAIEL. VNOIiR SALE FOR ISTRESS.

In I;P-iish Jfutoscopc o. v. ifopier (1901) i Ch. 671, Far- cil,
J., decided that %vlere a person buys at a sale undecr a distress for
rcîît a patented chaftel ini possession of the tenant as licensce, Uic
purchaser does not thereby acquire a riglit to use it, bccausc the
riglit of the patentee to makec and use the patented chattel atid tu
license others to use it is a right of ant incorporeal nature, and is a
riglit distinct from the righit of property i the chattel itself, anîd
incapable of seizure or sale under distress for rent. The çhattel
in question hclonged to the plaintiffs and wvas let to the tenant
sUbject tu certain conditions as to user, and the purchaser bow.,ht
with notice of the plIaintii f.-' riglîts, and thereafter claimed to tte i
as lie pleased, but ail injunction to restraiti him front using it ~a
granted, the plairitiff not disputing the defendant's right of pruperty
in the chattel.


