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of another, which the advertisers found on the building and ac-
quired the righit to iusE, it for advertising purposeg for a stipu-
Iatied comnpensaticti<J),

2. Rernedies mider 8uck Contracts.-Where the lessees of
land for fair grounds, and a raee-traek entered intc a contract
with a third party wherehy the latter acquired the right to .ise
th(- fence ,nelo8ing the land and the buildings erected thereon
for advertising purposes, it was held that the advertiser might
enforce bis rights in and to the land hy a suit in equity for spe..
eific perf )r;.ance (if the eontract, or by a suit to restrain its viola-
tion (g). In one case it is intimated that an action for damages; will
lie for breach of stieh a c'ontraet(1h) - and in the sanie case, where
the right acquired hy the advertiger was for a vearly compensa-
tion payable quarterly, it was held that the righit to, the preniises
for advertising purposes might be terminated by reasonable
notice, and that a thret, mroths-' notiee terrninating at the end of
the eturrent year was a r-ea.sonable notice.

3. In COfflisioi-lt inay hp noted that, almost withont ex-
eeption, such eontracts have been driwn in the form of lea-Ses;
and attorneys iii institiuting suit uipon theim, and, ini the majority
of cases the trial Courts have proceeded upon the theory that
saicl eontract% were lenses, but without exception the higher
Courts have lhel that, they were flot Ionea.e. That much is settled;
buit .-ns.t what snobh contract.4 arnount to, wvhether licenses, ease-
nwenta or merely a siiile contraet-is en open questicn, the
weight o? authority wn that the rights acquired by thein are

(,q) Willoughiby v. Laewrewcr, 118 111. 11, 4 N.E. Rep. 356. In R. .1.
Gigininq Co. v, Cussaek, 50 TI. Apli. 200, wvhere twçc rival advertisfng com-

pafnles claimed the right to the use of a wall of R building, and ccsch had
repeatudly eraged the sign of tbe other thereon, an ifljunetian was held te
be the proper remnedy agRinst an Invasion of the alleged rlght. See also
IVlson v. Tatemer. L.R. (1901), c. 578.

(.) Wil8on v. Tareier, L.R. (1901) e. 578.
()ReiinolcUq v. Van Reuren, 155 N.Y. 120.


