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TRESSPAS8--OÇCUPIMRS OF ADJOINING FARMS, HEU> UNDER BAUX

lýANDLORD-AGRtEEMEN'T WITH LANDLOKD TO KEEP FENCES IN

REPAR-ANIMAL STRAINO FROM ÂDJ0iNING FARM ON TO LAND

OF TEN &NT LXABLE TO LANDLORD TO KEEP UP PENCE-OWNER

OF STEAVINO ÀNIMU4I-IABILITY.

Holgate v. Bleazard (1917) 1 K.B. 443, w.. an action of tree-
pus for injury to, plaintif! 's colt by an animal straying f rom the
deicndant's farrn on to the plaintiff's land. The plaintif and de-
tendant vicre tenants oi aidjoining farrns unde2 the same land-
lord, and eacà had covenanted with the landiord to keep the
fences vi bis f arm in good repair. The plaintiff had negleeted
to ke(-p 1-13 fence in repair, and an animal fiiwm the defendant's
farmn hid 8tray4d through the delbctive fence on to, the plain-
tiff'-- îand and injurcd his colt, and the question was whetlier,
notwithstanding his negleet to, keep his fence in repair, he wus
entitled to recover damages against the defendant. The Judge
of the (ounty C'ourt who tried the action dismissed it, but a
Divisiowil C'ourt (Ridley. and Avory, JJ.), held that. on the
prineiple 'laid i.own in Fletche'r v. Rylftndç (18ff), L.R. 1 Ex.
265; L.R. 3 H.L. 130, the defendant was ýiabIe, and that the plain-
tiff's n(glect to keep his fonce in repair wes no defence. Their
lordships held that there was a eloar distinction betweén the case
of a perqon bound hy statuto to keep a fence in ropair. and that
oi a pemon whose obligation qo to do rests on a eovenant or
agreeineiit iifh. some third party.

PoiLICv OFISRNC - GOODS COlN.SIONE;D ADBRo.%D ON TFRMS

"SALEF GR RFTURN' e-OITBREAK OF WAR WVITH C01UNTRY OF

coNh;NE-TAB!ITYOF CONlSIONERý TO DEAL WITH GOODS--

Loss3' ISDfER POL1ZY.

911oorr v. Evtana. (19)17) 1 K.B. 45,9. This was a'n oppeal
froni the -;udgminet of Rowlatt, J, (1916) 1 K.B. 479 (note(]
ante vol. 52. p. 217). The action wus brought on an insuraxier
poliev1 on g4oo(1. as for a total lons. The goods in question had.
before the war, heen consigned to a person in Germnany on terins
of sale or rpturil. Th(, goock wera insured against xrny lo&s

wvhitever. I n the ordinar- c7 ourse of buisineffl, goods consigned
,in the ahovc terrtv' romain with the oonsignec for a limited

period to givc 1hm an opportunity of selling them. iBy reason
of Ille ontbnxak of the wr it hecame impossible for the plaintif
to revover FK«sesionoi of the gçxods. There was no evidenee that
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