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a XU5 Mixture which caused serjous injury to horses and
Other animais. The municipal authority mxade no~ objection'0 the defendants' proceedings, and the defendants endeavored

to helerthemselves from liability to the plaintiff on that
groud, The Ilouse of Lords (Lords Halsbury, L.C., Watson,
hli, and Davey,) reversed the decision of the Scotch Court
'rlSSinlg the action, and held that the defendants' act

'ý1n"1te t alegal nuisance, which was notsntioned by

&e ' dfC ha h default of the municipality did not affect
thae efendants, primary liability, and the plaintiffs were de-

elrdto be entitled to an injunction (or interdict, as it is
tehat in Scotch law), as claimed. We may, however, note
thtLor ls bury points out that if the question had arisen
Nvga.8 it is doubtful whether the obstruction as proved

8chas a private person could sue to abate withoutflrhrproof of peculiar damage to himself. Probably under
tt 0îlsh law the action should be brought in the name of the
AttleYGeneril

0F WATER-" STREAM "-LEASE -COVENANT.

eQl';b1 V. Robertson, (1897) A.C. 129, is another appeal fromn
Oteh Court The plaintiff was a lessee of a distillery

1'ig~t e acres of land and two ponds, Iltogether with a
ttth the Water in the said ponds and in the stream-s lead-

hrerto., The defendant, the lessor, sunk a tank on
1t tside of the demised premises and drew off fromn

gr IlTarshy ground water percolating therefrom under-
~Which would otherwise have found its way into the
ani c" the point in controversy was whether this perco-

4r4,r1Wa "a stream " leading to the pond, and their
',~hPs (Lords Watson, Shand and Davey) held that it was10 btLord Hlsuy L.C., dissented and thought ta h*rjd 1 the stem edn hrt"wr ufcettLCOVer tesraslaigteeo"wr ufcett

w*atr ailsources by which the ponds were suppîied with.'whether above or. below ground.


