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TRAPF NAME,-NEWSPAPER--I NJUNcTZoN-E-VIDE?'CE, OF DAMACGE.

Ly In Boriliwick v. E?)etin;g Post, 37 Chy. D. 449, the plaintiff, the proprietor of
rt the weil-known London newspaper called The Morniùg, Pos, brought the action
if, to restrain the defendants from calling a new paver established by themn The

ofEvening Post. Kay, J., granted the injunction; but the Court of Appeal (Lordz
Coleridge, C.j., and Cotton and Bowen, L.JJ.), 4eing of opinion on the evidence,

1)f ~ that though the conduct of the defendants in taking the naine Eîveniig, Pos4
might be calculated to cleccive the public into supposing that there was a con-

ir nection between the two papers, yet that there wvas no probability that the plain-
tiff would be injured by such supposition, and therefore dismissed the action, but
%vithout costs, as the court considered the defèndants guilty of dishonest
coflduct.

MOR;MoRAND OOJAE Ri-kNF~ F SECU: ITV ON R1 FDEM !1TI(>~-RE
S 0F TRU'I'.

CIn IIczgiiiis v. Quee'its/aid N,7(tioitei/ Ban/k, 37 Chy. D. 466, the Court of Appeal
n (Lord Halsbury, L.C., and Cotton, and Bowe'cn, L.JJ.), afflrmed the decision or

e Kav, J., 36 Chy. D. 25, noted aîî/e VO]. 23, P. 364. It may bc remiembcred that
the action wvas broughlt by certain trustecs against the defendants w~ho hiad been,
inortgagccs, to niakce thein account for not having, on paymnent of their mortgage,.

C re-transfcrred the securities held by thein, so as to rcvest themn in the parties from
wvhom thce' had receivcd theim. By the defecndat's action, thc procceds of the q

't securities in question had got into the sole control of one of thrc trustees, who
- had misappropriated thcmn, and the mnortgagcs werc held bound to mnake good

the loss thus sustained. It %vas atternpted to bc argued by the appellants, that
if th<'y hiad re- trail sferred the securities to the three trustecss, the dcfaulting

t
truste %vould still have succeeded in defrauding the trust out of the rnoney; but
13oweni, L.j., said that that argument, reduced to its Il bare boncs," wvas like say-
ing, "a inan knocks one down in Pall Mall, and ý hien 1 complaîn that my purse
has been takeni, the mari says: "'Oh, but if 1 had handed it back again, vou would
have been robbed over again by somnebody c'se iii the adjoining street."

f EASEEwNT1 c VNF WORDs- IMPLIED tR.NT 0V' APP'ARENT IEASEMENT.

I Bron V. A//abast.'r, 37 Chv. D. 490, is a case of some importance oei the law
t of easements. A parcel of land situate at the intersection of two streets called
* Park Road and Augusta Road, was owvned by the same persan, and hie built

thrce houses, A, B and C on it, fronting on Park Road ; and in roar of the lot
r hli madle a lane, by' which access would bc had to Augusta Road fiom the
* gardens in rear of houses B and C. While the property w~as in this co>ndition,

he sold the houses 13. and C. to the defendants, with their Ilrighits, caseoments and
appurtenances," but without expressly granting a right of way over that part of

rthe lanc in rear of bouse A, which was the corner house, and abutted on Augusta Elà
Road. H-e subsequently sold housc A to the plaintifi, who claimed the right to
$towp up the lane in ruar of his purcei. There was a means of access ta the
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