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bouse was bo let appeared in the windows,
by plaintiffs' authority, and they attempted
tu let tle bouse ; and, during 1870, somie of
the plaintif's' workmen in their business oc-
cupied the hou se part of the time. lu Mardi,
1872, the bouse was let, and plaintiffs
bronght action for the retit up bo that tinte.
Held, that there was no evîdence of a sur-
render of the defendant's lease by operation
of law.-Oa8tlerý v. Henderîoîi, 2 Q. B. D.
575.

2. Document sikned by plaiîitiffanid defen-
(tant, as follows: " Jan. 263. Hand agrees
to let, and Hall agrees to take, the large
room, &c., from l4th February next utîtil
the fo]lowîng Midsummner twelvemiontbs,
and with rîght at cnd of lIaI termi for the
tenant, by a montb's previous notice, to re-
main on for thrne years and a haîf more."
Held, reversing the decision of the Exche-
quer Div-ision, that tbe contract must be di-
vided, and tbat it contained an actual demise,
witb a stipulation superadded lIat tle ten-
ancy should on notice be renewed for three
years and a hlf at the tenanl's option.-
Hand v. Hall, 2 Ex. D. 355 ; s. c. 2 Ex. D).
318.

3. The defendant let F. a bouse under a
leaise by wbicb F. was to do ail tie repairs,
with certain exceptions. Tbe bouse was, at
the lime of tbe lease, in good repair, and
the lease contained no stipulation tiat de-
fendant sbould do any repairs. During the
tenancy, owing to a portion of tie bouse in-
cluded ini tbe exceptions being out of repair,
a chimney-pot f ell on the lead of plaintiff,
wbo was a servant of F., and injured hirn.
Held, tiat lie could nol recover of tie de.
fendant. -Nelson v. Tite Liverpool Brewvery
Co., 2 C. P. D. 311.

Ses LEÂSE 2.

LEAsE.
1. B. conveyed an eating-house in lease,

and covenanted lIat lie would not let any
house in that street " for the purpose of an
eating-house ;"but il was provided that the
covenant should not bind B. 's heirs or as-
sigus. H1e then let another bouse in the
street, and the lessee covenanted with him
tbat lie would not carry on any business
tbere without a license fromn B. Both leases
were assigned, and the assignee of tle first
brought suit against the assignee of the se-
cond and B., to restrain them respectively
from carrying on or allowing to le carried
on the business of an eating-bouse. Held,
tlat B. 's covenant was not 'broken, and the
assignee of the second lease could not be re-
s3trained.-Keînp v. Bird, 5 Ch. D. 974; s

c5 Cb. D. 549.
2. A Iessee covenanted 10 inake, repairs,

lipon six montîs' notice. Notice was duly
given Oct. 22, 1874, and the lessee replied
asking if tle lessor would purclase the short
leasehold interest remaining. The lessor
replied, asking the price ; and the lessee
axiswered, giving il. Dec. 31, 1874, the
lessor replied that, having regard 10 tie
condition of lhe leased premises, the price

was too higli, and asked a reconsideration of
the question of price ; and stated that he
shotuld be glad to receive a modified pro-

posai. iu January, 1875, the lessor wrote

the lessee, asking for the rexît, and made

somne inquiry arising out of their relations.
The lessee replied, giving the information.
April 13, 1875, the lessor wrote the lessee,
saying the tinie for repairs would expire

April 21,1875. The repairS were cornpleted,
about June 15, 1875. April 28, the lessor
began an action of ejectmient for failure to

repair according 10 the covenlant. Held,
that the lessee was entitled to equitable re-

lief fromi forfeiture, on the ground that the

negotiations following the original notice to
repair had the efièct of saspending the ope-
ration off that notice tili Dec. 31 , froin which
timc the lessee had, accordingly, six months
to repair. - HIlghes v. Tuie MeItropolitani Rail,
way Go., 2 App. Cas. 439 ; s. c. 1 C. P. D.
120.

See LÂNDLORD AND TEcNA-NT, 1, 2.

LEGACY.
1. '['estator left a fund in trust to keep ini

repair a certain tomnb, and, wlien the surplus

incomie reached £25, 10 pay the balanceabove
£20, fromi time to lime, for the relief of

three poor persons iii ecd of the parishes
of C. and S. Ileld, that, as the provision
about the tomb was void, the whole income
should be applied 10 the second object. -lu
re Wlhulints, 5 Chatn. D. 735.

2. A testator, after certain specific be-

quests, procecded :"I1 direct that my
debts, including a debt of £300

owig from me to my daugliter Jatte, be
paid." He owed his daughter Jane only

£150 . lield, that an intention to mnake Jane
a bequest could not be understood, and that
she was not entitled to the other £150.-
- Wilson v. Morle y, 5 Ch. ID. 776.

3. 23 & 24 Viet. c. 145 § 26, provides that,

where property is held by trustees in trust

for an infant, cither absolutely, or contifl

gently on bis attaining the age of twenty-
one years, il shall be lawful for the trustees
10 apply towards bis maintenance or editCD-

tion .,the whole or any part of the incomne

to wnich such infant may be entitled in re-

spect of such property." Testator left pro-

perty in trust to pay his daughters, whule
under age and unmarried, £50), each, yearly,
and to his sons (except the eldest), while

under twenty-oiie, a like suma ; and bA ae-

cumulate the surplus t0 become part of lis

residuary estate. H-e gave £4,000 to eaeh

of bis sons (except the eldest>, when they
should becoîne twenty -one, and a lîke sum

bo each of his daugliters, when they should
become twenty-one or mnary, Hie made his
eldest son residnary legatee. elrevers-
ig the decision of HALL,V..,hate

legacies to the daugliters bore no intereat
tiUi they were dute, and that, therefore,
neither at common law or under the statute
could the trustee be ordered bo apply any of

the income from said legacies tu the support
of the daughters under age, even tboiagh
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