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AMCEN? INS CWiNGTIE<~OS-BIDN
ACT 18 32 12 & 3 %le 4, C. 71, 8. 3 -(R.S.0. c. 133, 9. _j-)

Cliffo.d v. Hol/d (899) 1 Ch. 698, was an action to restr-interfèrence with ancient lights, and the building- in. respect
which they were claitned was used as a green house, avid the poiii
wvaq raisei-1 %vhether ancient lights could be c]aimed in respect oi
building uï that description. Kekewvich, J., decided the point
the affirmative and granted the injunction. Sec ILS.O. C. 1,33.

36, %vhich permits the acquisition by prescription of righits of thu
kind in the future. Rights to light previously acquiýed arc o~c:
flot interfèred with.

WILL - C5TUrO-"ISSUE '-SPViKaAL c.IFTS IN NVII!I ISSUR RES,,rR[(i',.
TO ÇHILDRF.Y -GYIFT TL) ISSUF WVITIIOI'T RESTRICTION.

~n re BÙ-rks, .K~n~zv. Birks (1899) 1 Ch. 703, was, anOther cla u
involving the construction of a will. In this instance the tes;t<ltçi
had given twelve distinct legacies with gifÉs over to the issue of
the legatees dving in the testator's lifetime, in ail except the eleventh
legacy, the gifts over wvere qualified by %vords restricting the class
of issue entitled ta, take to children. In the eleventh legacy therL
'."ere no such restrictive wvords, and the question %vas %vhetlier thec.
was any, canon of construction which rendered it necessary to
construe the word " issue " in the eleventh legacy in the ..ý;; me xway
as it must be construed in the other legacies. In other words,
%vhether this was \vîthin the rule whîch requires the saine %vords to
be construed in the saine way throughout a wiffl. Kekewichi, J. hield
thet the rule did not apply, and that foiloving in re Warrei's Triis.
(1884) 26 Ch. D. 2o8, he was bound to construe the %vord "issue " ini
the eleventh legacy ta mean issue generally, and ;iot rnerely childuret.

tNrANT-PAV.Nl£NT OL'T OF COURT OF INFANT'S MkINrv-INANT DOMICILEI)
ADROAD-POREIGN LA%%-FoR.ieGN G-UARrIAN OF~ INFANT.

In re Clialard (1899) i Ch. 712, was an application made bx'
the father of infants, entitled absolutely to moncy in court, for the
payrnent of the money ta him as legal guardian of the infants.
The infants and their father were French subjects, and by the Iaw
of France was entitled ta receive and give discharges for ail moneys
comning ta the infants during their minority. Keketvich, J., neyer-
theless refused ta order the money ta bc paid ta the father unlcss
evidence should be adduced showing that it was necessary in the
interest of the infants that it should be paid out, and as no such


