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urdemised premnises in repair. The coveniant was contained in arr
undicer-lease, of which four years were linexpired ; the 1essor's re-
version wvas only for ten days. There was evidence that at the
expiration of the superior lease the property wvouId probably ho
uscless except as a building site, and the defendant contended

r that the reasure of daniages was the difference between the %-allie
Ctof the buildings for the purpose of remnoval, if put in repair, ani

their value for that purpose if flot repaired. The referee, ho, -

lie ever, held that the proper mode of estimating daniages wvas ti,

ascertain what it w'ould cost to put the buildings in repair. dt:-
th ~ductinM, therefrom a discount in respect of the unexpired terni,
to and this principle the Court of Appeal (Lîndley, L.opcs. and

Rigby. L.JJ.) held to be correct.

PRAel 1«1( OFî'~,~ IN l'i -Il ION 1H ANTIED IIV AOiî O AIl Âî- l -

qoiN 0O1F L-URS>l'IN

ll Sitelfer v. Ci/y of London Electric Lighting Co., (189)5) 2, Ch.
.8:12 R. Sept. 83, the Court of Appeal had varied a judgmient

m directing an inquiry as to damlages occasioned by a nuisance, and
v rhad granted an injunction, but suspended its operatWîn for a cer-
le tain tiînc. The defendants desired to obtain a suspension of the
id ~injunction for a further periodi, and applied to Kekcwich, J., whio
le ~ doubted wvhether hieIiad jurisdiction '-the application %vas then

al made to the Court of Appeal, wh-o granted, but in doing so inti-
ILI nated that KekeNvich, J., could entertain the motion
ry l'O-xiuî1 A(<:ESS OF AIR-NUIANI-..

1 n Chîastey v. .4ckiaudi, (1895) - Ch. 389 ; r2 R. Sept. 62, the de-
le ~fendant liad erecte-d on his prernises a building Nvhich had the

effect of preventing the free access of air to the plaintiffs' premn ses,
is ~ and, in consequence, the effluvia froni a urinal in the neighbour-

rt hood of the plaintiffs' prernises and from the closets on their own
n- prernises were not so effectually carried off as prior to the erec-

tion of the defendant's building. Cave, J., granted an injunction
to reniove the building; but the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes,
and Kay, 1-J J.) were unanirnous1y of opinion that, in the absence
of contract, or proof of immeniorial user, the erection in question
gave nu right of acÉion, and the decision of Cave, J., was reversed.

ofERk,%TA,- - P.435, 5th and 13th lines, fer IlOnt. Rule 332 " read IlOnt. Rule27V6. P. 479 8th line from botton, for Ilnot"» read Ilnow."
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