
I~EcaNT ENO.xsn Dsciurows,

rnortgageeu shoulti be chargeti wlth the amount
of dàrnages in the foreclosure account.,

* rb~ Âo~-I 5. . !V c,71 (B.8.0. C. lx0 8. se).

* The case of Harris v. De Pinfta, 33 Chy. D.
238, turne upon the coxistructlon of tho 2 & 3
W. IV.,-C. 71i 8-_3 (R. S- 0. c. o8, a s. 36). The
plaintiff brought the action to restrain the de.
fendant frein building so as ta interfere with
the access of Iight and air ta the plaintif'.l
baiilding in respect ta which the plaintiff
claimeti te have acquired an casernent over
the defendant's premises. The building in

* respect of which the plaintiff claimeti the ease-
ment was a skeleton structure used for storing
and drying timber, which had openings at the
sides tbrough which light andi air coulti enter,
but these openings were from time ta time
blocked up by the timber storeti. Chitty, J.,
wvas of opinion that the structure was not a
Ilbuilding" within the rneaning cf section 3
(R. S. 0. c. iaS, s. 36), andi that the building

* intendeti by that section must be a building
ofe a like character as a Ildwelling house or
workshop," andi the Court of Appeal, without
prenauncing Pu this point, were cf the opinion
that the plaintiff faileti because he hati faileti
bD prove an uninterrupied access cf light by
auy ùne apertuire for the statutory pericti.

Iwas further held by the Court ofAppeal,
on the authority cf Webb v. Bird, z3 C. B.N.S.
84t, that a right ta the uninte.rrupted accees
of air over the general surface cf the allegeti
servient tenement cannot be icquired under
the Prescription Act; and the fact that the
allegeti servient and dominant tenements were
bath helti under a comman lessor, coupled
with the fact that the lease of the servient tene-
ment was earlier, negatived any lain ta the
easement as arising eut cf an implieti covenant.

8oecxe AxiD cLiSnI'T-OosTa-TAxÂTioN.

The principal point determine in Le Y'Ï111,
33 Chy. D. a66, was a question as ta the cost8
taxable tinder an erder directing the caste
1properly Lncurred"I by the plaintiff' le olicitor

Lu Ilrecovering a funt I" ta be taxt 1 ; and it
was helti by the Court of Appeal jaffirming
Kay, J.,) that the caste incurreti by the sali-
citer in establishing against the plaintiff his
retainer as i.olicitor, upon an application madie
by the plaintiff t,.; set aside the proceedings in
which the funti was recevereti, on the groanti

that the plaintiff bail not retained the solicitor,
were properly taxable; andi ie the eete of
an appeal from the order by which the solici.
tor's retainer was establlshed, whlch bati corne
on andi been diernisseti after the makin g of the
order for taxation,

mos'raaalo IN Posemiszox-Loas tu buSU.NGEx'!
07 NORTGÂGZD POPERTrI

BomPas v. King, 33 Chy. D. :z79, wab an ac-
tien by a second mortgagee against the first
xnortgagee for an account of the praceetis of
the sale cf the mortgaged praperty, which con-
sisteti cf a block cf buildings let out as resi-
tiential apartnients ta tenants, sonie cf whorn
were supplied with foodi andi attentiance. The
firet mortgage contained a power te the mo~rt-
gages upon default te enter into possession
and Ilmanage"I anti receive the rents cf tîte
mortgaged property. Default havmng been
matie the firet mcrtgagee entereti anti man-
ageti the praperty at a lees, and iLt was helti
by the Court of Appeal (affirniing Kay, J.,) that
the first mortgagees were entitieti ta be allow.
eti the lasses thue sustaineti eut cf the rents
cf the property, andi, sc far as they were defi-
cient, out cf the, surplus proceetis cf the sale.

OOPYRIGHT-RmoUismTZAioN 0F, COPYmONiT.

In Thomas v. Tg'ntr, 33 Chy. D. 292, Which
was an action ta restrain the infringement cf
a copyright, the Court cf Appeal reverseti the
decision of Bacon, V. .C. The first edition c
the plaintiff's bock was publibheti in Novem.
ber, 1881; neither this nor a secondi edition
had been entereti at Stationers' Hall belore
action, but the plaintiff had registered a third
edition which wvas in fact a reprint of the flrst
edition, tiescribing it in the entry as the thir
editien, andi giving the time of the first publi-

ication as 2anti April, r 88e, which was the date
at which third edition was published. Bacon,

jV.-C., hati helti this to be a sufflaient entry,
but the Court cf Appeal tiecideti that the
plaintiff hati net truly stateti the time cf the
first publication within the meaning cf section
13 cf the Copyright Act, 1842, anti was conse-
quently precludeti by section 24 from main-
taining :he action.
MARMI& x!ix1.ATaAUrm PROPENTv.

M~ re Garltet, Robimsois v. Gaiidy. 33 Chy. DX
300, the Court cf Appeal reverseti the tiecisi on
cf Kay, J., in 31 Chy. D. 6.48, noteti aiste, p.
2o3, holding that the setting amide cf the rie.
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