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the right of supplying water. The question inv
seemas to have some resemblance to that in Tor
v. toronto, im/ra.
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onto Street Railway

*AGREEMENT TO LETI LAND FOR A SPECIFIC PL'Rposr-APPLICATION OF PRENIISZS TO

ANOyTHER PuRpçQsR-INs'JU-,ciio-t.

Kehoc v. Lanisdowne, (1893) A.C. 451, a decision of the House

of Lords affirming a judgment of the Court of Appeal of Ireland,

shows that where a person makes an agreernent'to, allow another

* to use a parcel of land for a particular purpose the diversion of

the land by the licensee to any other purpose may be restrained

by injunction. In this case the respondcnt had agreed to permit

the use of a parcel of land for a priest's residence, and the pri est

had erected on the property a number of huts to shelter evicted

tenants ; and it was held that sucli a use of the premises xvas

unauthorized, and could properly be prevented by injunction.

SHARItS HEU) " IN TRus'['-TRANbSFEROF SII ARES-CONSTR CI:IVE NOTC INA.

* TUR1E OF BIANK MANAGER AS "MNANAGFk INTRT'

The London and Canadian Loait and Agcncy Compa.ny v. Duggaît,

(1893) A.C. 5o6, wvhich in the previous stages of its career wvas

known as Duggan v. London and Canadian Loait and Agcncy Coiii-

pany, is a case to which wve have already referred, ante vol. 27, P- 289.

It is one of those cases which are calculated ta induce a sense of~

thankfulness that there is a Privv Council; for though it is truc

* that the inconvenient decisions of our Supreme Court may be

corrected by legisiation, yet it is always a difficuit matter to get

the legisiation, and where it is got it is liable to be einasculated

of its meaning in the process of judicial construction. Lt is,

therefore, on the whole, a great deal more satisfactory when such

decisions are reversed by a superior tribunal. The public dealing

with a bank manager holding shares «'in trust " niay hereaft&r do

s0 with the assurance that the words import no more than that

the manager is trustee of the shares for his bank, for so the

Judicial Commnittee of the I'rivy Council has decided.

AoREEMENT-CO-N5TRUCTONl\IGHl' OF PUF.CHASIL 0F STrRrPE RA[LWAY,

The Toronto, Street Railway v. Torolito, (1893) A.C. 511, is

another decision of the Privy Councîl upon an appeal fromn the

Court of Appeal in whiclj their lordships have alfirmed the judg-

ment of the court below. By an agreemient entered into Setween
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