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RECENT ENGLISH DECIS/ONS.

Of the April numbers of the Law Reports
remain for review, 8 Q. B.D. pp.
pp- 5293 while the
arrived, com-

there still
317-444 ; and 7 P.D,
May numbers, which have now
prise 8 Q.B.D. pp. 445-586; 7 P.D. pp. 21I-
60 : and 19 Ch. D. pp. 516-649.

Of the cases in 8 Q.B. D. pp. 317-44%
Roberts v. Death, and Hornby v. Carduwell,
are cases on points of practice, and have al-
ready been noticed among the Recent Eng-
lish Practice Cases, supra, p. 101, and p. 136
and the first case requiring

respectively ;
notice here is I77gsell v. The School for the

[ndigent Blind, p. 357

MEASURE OF DAMAGES -—~BREACH OF CONTRACT.

In this case the owner of certain lands sold
them to the defendants, who covenanted in
the deed of grant that the land “shall be,
and be kept enclosed on all sides abutting to
the land belonging to W. (the grantor), with
a brick wall or iron railing seven feet high.”
‘The Court held the plaintiff entitled to judg-
ment against the defendants for breach of
this covenant, and the question now before
them was what was the proper measure of
The plaintiff contended that the

damages.
.damages was the sum it

measure of such



