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of another, which the advertisers found on the building and ac-

quired the right to usc it for advertising purposes for a stipu-
lated compensaticn(f).

2. Remedies under Such Coutracts.—Where the lessees of
land for fair grounds and a race-track entered intc s coutract
with a third party whereby the latter acquired the right to use
the fence onclosing the land and the buildings erected thereon
for advertising purposes, it was held that the advertiser might
enforce his rights in and to the land by a suit in equity for spe.
cific perf sr.aance of the contract, or by a suit to restrain its viola-
tion(g). In one case itis intimated that an action for damages will
lie for breach of such a contract(l) : and in the same case, where
the right acquired by the advertiser was for a vearly compensa-
tion payable quarterly, it was held that the right to the premises
for advertising purposes might be terminated by reasonable
notice, and that a three months’ notice terminating at the end of
the current year was a reasonable notice.

3. In Conclusion.—TIt may be noted that, almost without ex-
ception, such contracts have heen drawn in the form of leases;
and attorneys in instituting suit upon them, and, in the majority
of cases the trial Courts have proceeded upen the theory that
such contracts were leases; hut without exception the higher
Courts have held that they were not leases. That much is gettled;
hmt just what such contracts amount to, whether licenses, ease-
ments or merely a simple contract—is an open questicn, the
weight of authority heing that the rights acruired by them are
mere licenses,

(9) Willoughby v. Lawrence, 118 111 11, 4 N.E, Rep. 356. In R, J,
Gunning Co, v, Cussack, 50 111, App. 280, where two rival advertising com-
panies claimed the right to the use of a wall of a building, and sach had
repeatedly ernsed the sign of the other thereon, an injunction was held to
be the proper remedy agninst an invasion of the alleged right. See also
Wilson v, Tavener, L.R. (1901), c. 578.

{h) Wilson v, Tavener, L.R. (1901) o. 578,

{f) Reynolds v. Van Reuren, 155 N.Y. 120.




