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ta a large extent wîthin the Iast five years. The defendant took
reasonable precauti ans to prevent his business from being injurious
ta fris neighbours, but, notwithstanding, noxious gases emanated
from his works, andi the ovidence establishied that a public nuisance

j ~vas created. Kckewich, J., considered the qut:ition to ho can a
man reas;onably creato a nuisance ? And he held that he could
flot, andi that if lie created a nuisance, long user of the premises
in the saine way, or proof that tbey were reasonably used, is rio
answer, and hoe granted an injuriction as prayed,

UMORTBfOE-TuANsFr ci oicHOTc;Ar.E wiT}Iovr xoTicz To xttTOALOt;(R-
ASSIGNES R O TAEP~MN rMRtIU~FA'IASG OF
CHOSE IN ACTION TANES SUBJECT TO E9,LITIBM.

Tun'r v. Snii (1901) 1 Ch. 21J3 is a very striking illustration,
of the danger of taking an assigrnent of a niortgage without
notice ta the mortgagor, Iii this case the rnortgagor had handed
her solicitor the mono>' to pa>' ofr the mortgage, lie misappropriiate(l
the money, and for sarne tirnc catiicd to pa>' interest to rteo
rnortgagec, subsequently lie obtailecl at tratisfer of the înortgage to
himseIi, and then assigned it to the defendant for £ i 503. U,)on
the defendant applying to the plaint iff, the inort.agor, for payrnent,
the fraid wvas discovered, and the present action w~as thon brought,
the plaintiff claiming that the viortgagoe %vas satisficd ; and it w1s
helci b>' lyrne, J., that as soon as the niortgagc was tratisfrrredi to
the solicitor it wvas, as between the plaintiff and ii, satisficd, andi
that bis assignc the iefendant couici acquire rio better right thani
the solicitor haci, and therefore the plaintiff's contention prcvailed.

AOUIUSTftAOR-DîrisT ION op~ ASSRTs

In fv Reeldd/, Wodv.Reedd/el (19)01) 1 CW. 230,the point docicicd
by Cozetis-Hardy, J., is, that wlhore a person obtaitiec letters oif
administration as the attorney' ôf the %viduiw oi a deccased personl,
and who %vas flot logal personal reprebentative of the deceased iin tiy
counitry, such administrator is responsiblo for the due distribution

&Z of the assets, andi that his principal could not give a diseharge tlhat
wou1h relieve him of the liability.

lIv ,rei (M 1911) 1 Ch. 239, decides that a thirdI paft>' obtaittirlg
an order for taxation of a bill of coets is flot thereby precluded


