
140 CANADA LAW JOURNAL.

was mithin the Act, and triable in England; and that the at
Swhich the accused had heen guilty, wcre an ad.herence to the

King's enernies, and also a giving aid and comfort to thein.

CONTRAUTr - CONDIIION--StSPENSION OP DELIVERY-PREVENT-
ING OR 1;INDERING DEFLIVERY-WAR---SUORTÂGE 0F SU1PPLY

N ~-11E IN PRICE.

IFilson v. Tennants (1917) 1 K.B. 208. This was an action
to enforce a contract fo, the supply of magnesiuxm chioride. The
contract ivas subject ta~ a condition that deliveries raight be
suspended pending any L9)ntin?,cncies beyond the centrol of the
sellers or buyers (such as i",causing a short supply of labour,
fuel, raiw materiAl, or manu!actured produce, or etherwise pre-
venting or hindering the-manufacture, or delivery of the articie.
Owing to the war there was a shortage of supply, and thc price
rose, and the defendants clained under the clause abuove men-
tioned a righit f0 suspend deliveries during the war. Low, J.,
who triecl the action, gave effect, to this contention, but the
Couri of Appeal <Lord Un'(zens-Hardv., M.R.. and Pickford, L.J.,
and Neville, J., ti.e latter dissenting), held thut the mnere shortage
of supply. wlîicF did uîot in fact prevent or hinýder the delivery
of 1 Lec goods, wa; not within the condition, and that the condition
referred to a ph-, ical, or legal prevention, and not to an economxic
iuiirofitabieness, .rising from a risc in price.

I Aý,NDL0SD AND TENANT-L>.ASE UNDEF SEAL-OVERHOLDING.

-rENANT-LIA13ILITY- OF TENANT OVERtHOLDINOI-RIGHiT 0F
LFSSOR TO SU'E OVERIIOLDING TENANT ON EXPRESS COVENANTS
IN LEASE,-('ONVEYAN.'CINc» AcT, 1881 (44-45 VICT. C. 4])

~. 1O(R.S.. c.155. S. 5).

Bli'v roicis (1917) 1 K.B. 252. This was an action by
:ui zissignee of thc revvr.sion agaist an overhiolding tenant for
lirsa<h <)f a covenant fo repair. The covenant Ivas contained
in (lie tils nder wvhich flic lessee had entered. It 'vas
((,IfeIidc( Ihat und'r lthe ('onveyancing Act, 1881, s. la (.sec
R.S.O. e- 1,55, s. ;) the tenaiit, notwithistanding the lease had
expir<<l, .stillrIIcl liable under the covenants in the lease,
and 1hai' Ihie plaint iff, as assignee of flie reversion, 'vas entitled
Io> rcvover for 1 lie hrench thereof; but the Court of Appeal (Eady,
:indul Bankes, L.MJ., and Lawrence, J.)>, agreed 'wifh the Divisional
Coil, iiibat th jiet Ac <id flot, apply to a lease not in writing, and

t blt Ihe plaint iff, as assignee of tlic reversion, was not entitled


