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devised the hotise to une person and] the field to another, and it was held by
Chittv, J., that thc devisee of the field could flot interfère with the access Oo
light to the bouse. How far this case \vould be now authority in this province
would -hav'e ro be considered ini connection with R.S.O., c. iii, S. .36. It i
prob)able that the section only prevents the acquisition of an easemenmt of light
by prescription, and xvould not be found to interfere wîth its acquisition by 1fl1,
plied or express grant, or devise.

The Lawv Reports for Februarv comprise (1892) 1 ().B., pl). 121-272 (82
P., PP* 17-68 ; (1892) 1 (Ch., PP. 57-100.
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Ilebblet/waitc v. Peeî'cr (1892), j O.B. 124, is at decisioîî of Collinîs, J., upO1 '
the construction of s. 8 of the Real Plroperty Limitation Act of 1874, and draW5 .
attention to a niateria] variance bet\veen the Englishi Act and R.S.O., c. Il,,
S. 2,J. The formier reads: " No action ~ ~shall be brouglit to recover
any suni of mioney sectired bx' any rnortgage judgment or lien, or otherwise
charged upon or payable ont of ati' land, etc., but Nvithin twelve vears, etc.

TeR.S.O., on the other hand, ornits the wvord "judgnient." The question i
the present case \vas whether a judginent recovered in 1871, Which Nxas noti'
any xvay a charge upon the land of the (lebtor, wvas barred by s. 8. Collins, J-'
ht1d that it was, because the section applied to ail judgments, and not rnerely to
those which had been mnade a charge on landi. Having regard to R.S.O.. c. 0
S. I, S-S. 1, it would seern that iin Onitario the period of limitation for bringiflg
an action on a judgment is stili twentN' years ;and see A Hll V. Mcajl,2 Qlt.
App. 278; Joic' v. ('Loaiie, 3 Ont. App. 167 MeMiahon v. Spencer, i~ Ont. ApPP
430.

DAADS-PEALY IQIA E! 1AMDESJMPAYAB',LE IN ONE EVINT D)NLYý-oNcýi,,e
oF \V ORKS Il%" DAY SPECIFIED.

In Lau- v. Rcdditch (1892), 1 Q.B. r27, the circuistances under Nvhich a stipU'
lation for the pavinent of a sur n l the event of default of performance of %0tývthin a specified tiîne is to be regarded as a stiputionfrl.îatddrae
is, discussed. The contract «n thîs case w-sfrte osrcin f 5N~g
works, and it provided that the works should in ail respects be completed anid
cleared of implemients, rubhish, etc., by la specitied day, and in defauît ofi"suc'h
completion " the contractor should forfeit and pay the sumn of £Çîoo and f5 p
day for every seven days during which the \vorks should be incomplete after the

C said date as and for liquidated. damiages. It %was lr, e foohflinis hcontractors, that the defauit provided for xvas a numiber of different things f
varying degreels of importance, and therefore the ainounit namied as liquidated
d amages was to be treated as a penalty according to the decisions in SlimaliV
Walter, 2 W, & T., 6th ed. 1257, and Keinble v. Farren, 6 13ing. 141. The Cout1e
of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Lopes and1 Kav, .JJ.), however, agreed with


