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CONTRACTS FOR DISPLAY ADVERTISEMENTS3 ON
BUILDINGS AN» OTHER STRUCTURES.

This is the age of advertising. The above titie indicates one
of the multitudinous modern modes. It has, of course, to coane
before the Courts like Pverything else, f£rom "pitch and toss to
Manslaughter. " A writer iii the Central Law Journal thus
discusses it:-

1. Nature of Such Con tractç,-I recently had occasion to in-
vestigate this question, and 1 %vks surprised at the resuit of my
investigation, and believe that there are Cthers who, neyer having
examineci the question, xvil] find this article interesting and in-
structive; andi it mav be the nieuns of relieving sonie of erroneous
opinion.- as to what the law is on thiq question. This class of con-
tracta is becoining more prevalent each year, consequently the
attorno'vs and the Courts will be ealled upon more frequently
to coc .ider the question. I classify the subject generally under
the head of contracta for want of a bctter classification under the
present state of the decisions on the question. 1 was of the
opinion that such contracts were inere lcases, andi was proceeding
on that theory; but, to my surprise, T found that the higlier
Courts have unanimously devid c that such contracts are not
leases and posses.9 none of th, characteristics of leases (a), but

(a) Wilson v. Tavener, L.R. (1901). o. 578; Reynolds v. l'an Beuren,
155 N.Y. 120; Gtoidman v. Yietp York Advertising Co. (X.Y.), 29 i.
Rep. 133; Loweil Y. 8tra&an, 145 Mass. 1; R. J. Otnning v. Cuoack, 50 111.
App. 290. lan Wilsaon v. Tavener, L.R. (1901), o. 578, by the terms of a
written agreemnent, the owner of buildings agreed to allow another to
ere<'t a boarding uponz the foreeourt of a buildfing, and to use the gable
Wall of a building for bill-postfing purposes, ett a stipulated sum payable
quarterly, and the court held that this %vas not; a lease f rom year to year;
but tlhat it was a m!3re license which could be revoked on reasonable notice,
and that a quarter's notice whleh terminated at the end of the current
year ivas a reasonable notice. in the opinion the court sad that the
written agreement "dld not confer on the plaintiff any right te the exclu-
alve possession of any property or building of the detendant, and therefore
1 thi-A there ivas no dernise or lease, and that the relation of landierd and
tenant was nover created between thezu. The effeet of the documents, in
my opinion, %vas te give the pla aitiff a license whieh was always revocable
at any time, subject te thze ternis of the express oontract."1


