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Csstiglione's authority, and -with Eichholz's knowledge and
assent, and Lichxoiz had not takfcn ail reasonable step& or made
ali reasonable efforts to stop the nuisance to, the plaintiff. Darling,
J., on these findings gave judg!nent for the plaintiff for the dam-
ages assesoed: but, the Court of Appeai, (Cozens-Hg-idv, M.JR..
Pickford, IAJ., and Neville, J.) held that the plaintiff had no0
cause of action against bis lanrilord Eichholz. that there was
no evidence to warrant th- finding that wiîat was done hv Dent
wvas done wnith bis asscnt, and that he was under no0 legal obliga-
tion to the plFintiff to iake legal steps against Castiglione or Dent
f Dr the plaintiff's protection, and, therefore, as against Eichholz,
the action was dis:nissed. The defendant Castiglione did flot
appeal.

('OPVRîaH-1-JCI1T OWN HitS-INFRI.NC.ME-ÇT BY ONE (0-OWNER

-L,çju,c-'îo---('OPYIIGHT ACT (1-2 (iEo V. cii. 46) s, 1(2').
s. 2(l).

Cescuisky v. Routledge (1916) 2 K.B. 325. In this case the
plaintiff tnd defendants were co-ow-ners of the copyright of a
certain book, and the action m-as brought to Y ýstr.ain the defPnd-
ants from publishing an infringemerit of that copyright. Itov-
lati. J., finding that the work sought t4) be restrahied was Qr
infringeinont of the joint copyright. granted an injuniction as
asked.

P>AYMENT INTC) COURT-ACTION 0F NEG;LIGENCE(-DENIAL, OF

LIAIIIVIY NELIGE -.111-TED-«-)-,T. RULF 310).

Ifuduv. Loundon (oufftu, Cowicil (1916) 2 KUB 331, the
Court of Apei(Lord Rleading, W...~ arrington, L..J. and

Srutt<rn, J.) have affiruuif-d tûtdiin of the Divisional ('ourt in
tis case (111) k K,1. 159, (noted nte p). 188).

CITARTEF. PAITY--( ONS.TRU CTION--CoMMAN-DEER.

Capel v. Soulidi (IP16) 2 E.13. 365, the Court ofl Appeul
(Lord Reading, ('.J., W'arrington, IAJ., and Lush, J.) have
affirn'd the decisiori of Atkiii, J., iii tis case (1916)J 1 H.3
439 (notcd ante 1). 215).

NU'ISANCE -H IGIIWAY-SIIEE--P STRAYING ON IIIC.inWAY-DAMAGE

TO NvEIII&'LE USING IIICIIWAY.

JIeath's garage v. Hodgc-s (1916) 2 K.B. 370. This was an
apper.l from the decision of the Div;t.ioxial Court (,1916) 1 H.
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