170 CANADA LAW JOURNAL. (May 5, 1862

RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

signed parties do agree that they will marry, VENDOK AND PURCHASER—LEASE.

and that only to save the female of us from| In the January number of the Zaw Jou"”
shaming her friends or telling a lie ; and that | #a/ Reports the first case requiring notic®
the said marriage shall be no more thought|and which has not as yet been reported in th®
of, except to tell her friends that she is Law Reports, is Ringer v. Thompson. This
married (unless she should arrive at the follow-) Was a summons under the Imp. V. & P. Acb
ing accomplishments, namely: piano, singing, | 1874, (R. S. O, c. 109, sect. 3), by the ver
reading, writing, speaking and deportment);|dor of an underlease, to have it declaré

and whereas these said accomplishments have | that he had satisfied a requisition as to t,he
in no way been sought after (much less|performance of covenants in the superio®
mastered), tierefore the aforesaid marriage shall lease, the under-lease being subject to the
be, and is, null and void; and whereas we | Same rent and the same covenants as th
agree that the male of us shall keep his har- superior lease. The evidence of pexformanc®
monium in the aforesaid female’s sitting-room, | furnished by the vendor, consisted of an # .
and agree that it shall be there no more than davit that (i.) he had been in possession ©
four months, and that from that time the the premises without other disturbance tha?
aforesaid and undersigned shall be free in a certain action brought by the landlord 0
every respect whatsoever of the aforesaid Tecover possession for breach of COVC“‘.‘“G
female, as witness our hands, etc., Catherine but stayed in default of delivery of Part_lcu‘
L. H. Jeffries, William Pritchard Dagg.” lars of breaches ; (ii.) that he had repaif®

the premises ; (iii.) that to the best of his
knowledge and belief the covenants had bee”
performed. Fry, J., held that this, coupl®

Who can doubt, from internal evidence,
that it was the “male of us,” the elegant and
accomplished, but too fastidious, Dagg, who | ¥~
penned this agreement with his own hand? with the fact that the purchaser had 2 c{:ece
Who can help admiring his heroic condescen- to the premises, but had adduced no evide®

- 1onCE
.. . i , . . . 3 den¢®
sion in marrying the illiterate “ female of us,’ (of any breach, was such prima face eviC®

. - . th
even though she had in no way sought after, |in the affirmative of the performance of P
covenants as could be reasonably expecte®

much less mastered, the accomplishments of
piano, singing, reading, writing, speaking and | A k w“
deportment.? Lastly, who will not deplore T'he next case requiring notice, Mo7 for

the hard-heartedness of the judge who refused £ al.mer, is of importance as it goes {?rt
to grant poor Dagg’s petition, and dissolve decide the moot question of what conStltl;ec,

his marriage with this uncongenial *female of | “lodger” under the Imp. Lodgers' P r(zl y
us ?” tion Act, 1871, which has been adopté

us in 43 Vict. ¢. 16, Ont.  Brett, L. J-» aft
referring to some tests which the Courts h#
in previous cases given, which help to e’
whether a person is a lodger or an underte”
ant, says :—*It follows, as it seems to ™
that the person who takes in another t0 ‘Odg:
Having disposed of the March numbers of | must retain power in and dominion over
the Law Reports, and the April numbers not house, as the master of a house usually
having yet arrived, we can now turn to the in this country. It is not absolutely neC
Law Journal Reports for the present year, | sary that he should live in or sleep "
and note such decisions therein as4ave not | house: he may live elsewhere, and yet re
already been reviewed as reported in the Law | power in and dominion over the housé s
Reports, and which appear to require notice. | asa master of a house does in this co¥
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