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where the lee of premises hias, under the Prescription Act
1832 (2-3 Wm. IV. c. 71) 9. 3-(R.S.O. o. 133, s. 36), acquieed
an easernent of light. his lessor cannot, by conveying the rever-
sion to the owner of the fee of the servient tenemnent, defeat or
extingnish the easernent so far as the lesse is concerned.

LiNýDLOi.D AND TENANT-TRADI: FIXTUVRE-IITRVE PURCHASE AoetEE-

MENT - CHAT'rEL AP'WIXEI> TO FUEEIIOLD OASý ENOINE -

DISTRESS.

Crossif y v. Lee (1908) 1. KB. 86 Nvas an appeal from a
County Coturt. and the question for decision ivas whether a gas
engine whielh lad befn procured under a hire purchase agree-
ment by a tenant of certain preinises, and secured to the foor
of the Iwemises by bolts and screws was ditrainable for rent.
The Divisional Court (1>hilliniore and Walton, JJ.) held that the
engine had been affixed to the freehold, and therefore was flot
liable to distreas. although the tenant niight have a riglit to
rernove it as a trade fixture. and that the plaintiff was entitled
to recover damages for ils rernoval. It is a rernarkable circuixi-
stance about this case, that the plaintiff was flot the tenant.
but the person from whom the tenant had got the engine, P.nd
who clairned that the engine wvas his. property. It looks, how-
ever. as if it was a ease of danmnuin absque injuria, because if
the erigine were affixed to the freehold a-, the Court holds it
mas, then it had ceasecd to be the plaintiff's property, and there-
fore even if the distress were wrongfiul as against the tenant,
the plaintiff lad no riglit to complain. In connection with
this case it rnay be well to refer to the recent decision o? Îiî5
Court o? Appeal in Ellis v. Glover, 124 L.T. Jour. 238, wvhere
it was held thRt persons in thc saine position as the pla.intiff
in this case, were liable for removing the fixtures without the
consent of a niortgagec o? the premises.

LANDLORD AND TENANT-COVENANT RUNNING WITII THE LAN'D-

COVENANT BY SUB-LEM.OR TO PERS'ORM COVENANTS OF' 1-EAD
LEASE OR INDEMINIFY SUB]-1ES8SEE-COVENANT FOR QUIET EN-
JOYMENT-32 IIEN. 'VIII. c. 34, s. 2--(R.S.O. o. 330, s. 13.)

In Deirar v. Goodman (1$N)) 1 K.13. 94 the Court of Ap-
peal (Lord Alvcrstone, C.J., and Buckley and Kennedy, L.JJ.)
have amfrmed the judgment of Jeif, J., (1907) 1 N.B. 612 (noted
ante, vol. 43, p. 399). Thc action was brought by an msignc


