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RECENT ENGLIsH DiEcisboNS.

lt1aY have in the possession of the then
PrOprietor, but you are to see whether or
1nOt thie value of the property as a market-
able article to be employed for any purposet

t0which it may îegitimately and reasonably
be Pt, lias been interfered with or not."

hthe following case of the Qucen v.

tion .x (14~ Q. B. D. 753)9 a similar ques-

SIs discussed. In this case part of a
builing estate was expropriated for a

seWa,«ge farrn, whereby the value of other

Parts Of the land near to the part s0 taken
W0as depreciated, even in the absence of

a"1 uisance from the sewage farmi when
ý4ade, and it was held by the same learned

Jdethat the owner of the property was

entitled to compensation, flot only for the

laild alctuaîîy taken, but also for damage

ccalsioned.by the other lands retained by
'rIbeing injuriously affected by the ex-

Propriation. In giving judgrnent Day, J.,
akssomne adverse comments on the

(Se i.Of Vaughan v. 1aif Va/e Raiiway Co.

deW & N. 679), which lie considers was

'Iecd ed on a mistaken view of the statutes,
SWhicli establishes that where no land of

in1 fdividual is taken, the latter cannot
recover damages merely by reason of his

1l'tldl being injuriously affected by public

Ilrks constructed in the neighbourhood-
biut lie tliought it was equally well estab-
"iShed, that when any portion of a man's

land iS taken, he shaîl have full com-

Perisation for the injury that is done to hîm.

Â%&e ND WIppE - SgPAB&TIoN DRE») - COVENANT

ÂGÂINST MOLEBTÂTION.

earon v. The A'ar/ of Aylesford (14 Q.-
te 792), the Court of Appeal affirmed

te udgment of the Divisional Court

iPOrted 12 Q. B. D. 5 3 9 -and held that

lnaSeparation deed a husband cove-

"&Stito pay lis wife an annuity, witliout

b tng lis liability to such times as she
%har be chaste, the covenant remains in

crre, thougli the wife afterwards commit
8411tery-and further,that the commission
«aduîtery by a wife, followed by the

birth of a spurious child, is no breach of a

covenant against molestation contained in

a separation deed. The Court moreover

held that covenants in a separation deed

by which the husband covenants to pay

to a trustee for'the wife an annuity, and the

trustee covenants with the husband that

the. wife shaîl not molest him, must be

construed as independent covenants, in

the absence of any express termns making

them dependent, and therefore, a breach

of the covenant against molestation is not

an answer to an action to recover the

annuity.

INDEýmNITT-GooDSg LAWFULLY SEIZED FOR ÂNOTHER'S

DEBT.

The next case whidh we come to is an

important one on the subjeet of indemnity,

viz: Edrnunds v. WalingJord (14 Q. B. D.

811). The plaintiff was the trustee in

bankruptcy of certain parties whose goods,

prior to the bankruptcy, had been taken in

execution and sold to satisfy a debt due

by the defendant. After the -sale the

defendant, in consideration of the goods of

the bankrupts having been s0 sold, lad

agreed to pay the plaintiff £300 a year

until the trade creditors of the bankrupts

should be satisfied. I-aving made default,

the action was brought to recover the

overdue instalments Of £300, or, in the

alternative, to recover the value of the

goods seized. The Court of Appeal held

that the plaintiff was entitled to recover.

Lindley, L.J., wlio delivered the judgment

of the Court, thus, laid down the law.

"Speaking generally, and ekcluding ex-

ceptional cases, when a persofl's goods are

lawfully seized for another's debt, the

owner of the goods is entitled to redeem

them, and to be reimibursed by the debtor

against the money paid to redeemn them,

and in the event of the goods being, sold

to satisfy the debt the owner is entitled

to recover the value of them from the

debtor." This right to indem.nity exists,

thougli there be no agreement to indemnify


