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REecCENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

glr:};) r?aVe in the possession of the then
fot thetor' but you are to see whether or
able ae Vvalue of the property as a market-
°Whirt}i?le to be employed for any purpose:
be pu: it may Ieg}txmately and reasonably
. t},lhas been interfered with or not.”
e e following case of the Queen v.
tion i’s(dl‘.‘ Q. B. D. 753), a similar ques-
uild; iscussed. In this case part of a
Sewa ng estate was expropriated for a
pal_tsg’effarr.n, whereby the value of other
a8 dO the‘land near to the part so taken
any ne_Premated, even in the absence of
ade msan.ce from the sewage farmr when
iu dge;and it was held by the same learned
entitleélthat the owner of the property was
ang to compensation, not only for the
OCCasiaCtually taken, but also for damage
i, bc’_ned'by t}.le other lands retained by
Prom-em-g injuriously affected by the ex-
X e::ttlon. In giving judgment Day,].,
Case of some adverse comments on the
K 2 Vaughan v. Taﬁ' Vale Railway Co.
ecicied N. 679)., which .he considers was
ang whi on a mls?:aken view of the statutes,
2 ind'lc'h estal')hshes that where no land of
ecoy ividual is taken, the latter cannot
lang ;r damages merely by reason of his
Worky eing injuriously affected by public
th constructed in the neighbourhood—
liShede thought it was equally well estab-
1o 4, that when any portion of a man’s

is taken, he shall have full com- -

n . .
Sation for the injury that is done to him.

U
SBAND 4xp
WIFE — SEPARATION DEED — COVENANT
AGAINST MOLESTATION.

B'In Fearon v, The Karl of Aylesford (14 Q.
the : 792), the Court of Appeal affirmed
Tepo l?tudgment of the Divisional Court
if 4 ed 12 Q. B. D. 539—and held that
"antsat Separat.lon 'deed a husband cove-
Te strict? pay hl'S w\.nfe an annuity, without
1 b‘ng his liability to such times as she
orce teh chaste, the‘ covenant remains in
N t’e ough the wife afterwards commit
ad ry—and further, that the commission
ultery 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 shall not molest him, must be
construed as independent covenants, in
the absence of any express terms making
them dependent, and therefore, a breach

of the covenant against molestation is not

an answer to an action to recover the

annuity.

INDEMNITY—GO00DS LAWFULLY SEIZED FOR ANOTHER'S

DEBT.

The next case which we come to is an
important one on the subject of indemnity,
viz: Edmunds v. Wallingford (14 Q. B. D.
811). The plaintiff was the trustee in
bankruptcy of certain parties whose goods,
priar 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 so sold, had
agreed to pay the plaintiff £300 a year
until the trade creditors of the bankrupts
should be satisfied. Having 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., who delivered the judgment
of the Court, thus.laid down the law.
« Speaking generally, and excluding ex-
ceptional cases, when a person’s goods are
lawfully seized for another’s debt, the
owner of the goods is entitled to redeem
them, and to be reimbursed by the debtor
against the money paid to redeem 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 indemnity exists,

though there be no agreement to indemnify




