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were copyrighted and sme not. They frora tixne to tirne fur-
nished the defendants, the proprieters of weekly journala, with
photographe for reproduction in sueh journals at certain charges
for eaeh user. While the defendants had sme of the plaintiffs'
photopraphas etili In their hands, t~he plaintifle' terniinated the
agreoinent, but the défendants continued to publish the copy-
right photographo and aise those neot copyrighted. This action
wris brought to -entrain thern frein so doing. The defendante
claimed that under the agi-eement they had the right to retain
the photographas supplied by the plaintiff and use them as, and
when, they desired, paying the stipulated charges; but Parker,
J., held that the plaintiffs had a right to put an end te the agree-
mnent, and tiiereafter the defendants' right to reproduce the
photographs ceased; and that the plaintiffs vere entitled ho an
injunction ho restrain the defendants infringing the plaintiffs'
copyright .and aise their commxon law rights ini the photographs
for which hhey had not registcred copyrights.

NvISANCE-POLLUTION 0p RivERt-DisCIARGE 0F SEWAGE IN'20
RIVER-RIPARIAN OWNER-NJUNOTIOiq--iÙGaT 0F PRivATE
PERSON TO RESTRAIN NUISANCE.

Joites v. Llaiirwst District Cotincit (1911) 1 Ch. 39'3. In
this case the plaintiff, a riparian proprietor, brought an action
to restrain the defendant, a municipal body, from discharging
sewage into the streamn as boing a nuisance and injury to lus
riparian rights. The action wvas resisted on the ground that the
plaintiff was nlot the owner of any part of the bed of the stream,
and that the plaintiff being only a reversionier could not main-
tain the action, whether for trespass or nuisance, without join-
ing the tenant in possession; but Parker, J., held that none of
these objections could prevail and that the plaintiff as a riparian
proprietor in reversion had a righh to have the. water of the
stream flow past his land in a natural state of purity, and was
entitled to the injunetion clainied, and that a prîvate individual
il entitled ho restrain a municipal authority freim allowing
îewage.to escape from its sewer to hie injury.

COVESNANT-MORTGAýGE DY PARTNERS OP REAL, ZSTATE-DEATIIS 0F
PAIRTNMR-RELEASE DY TRUSTEES 0P JNE PÂETNER TO TRUS-
TEES OP 'PMRE OTIHER PARTN ER-COVENANT BY TPUSTEES TO
INDEMNIFY RELEASOR AQAINST MOR.TGAG-LiMITATION 0OP LIA-
BILITY UJNDER OOVEX'ANT.

W'atling v. Lewis (1911) 1 Ch. 414. In this case, two partuers
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