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ineurec a certain suin "in the event of peaco between Great
Britain andl (crnainv flot being concludled on or bofore the 30th
.Iuly. 1919." A treaty of peacc 'vas sign<1 hetwcen those nations
on 28thi ,une, 1919, but thev did flot exchango and doposit ratifi-
cations of thvc treaty until .aiary, 1920. lioche. J., w~ho tried
the action, lield that peare was not concluded until the exehange
of ratifications of the treaty, and therefore Quit the plniintif was
ent.iticd to judgnient.

LANDLORD AN\D ''AT-LE E-XIR T oN F TIM~
TES ANC Y-IM PLI ED TEILIký OF N EW TSAÇ{oVNNTTO

HEPAB-A~lGMEN <W l'ArT 0F REVEPSION-R-ItGu[T OF
OSRNE F HFx}:itsia TO SUF FOIZ DREACIIES OF IMPLIED

(0vz:NANT-<' IN A(-rios.
(Cole v. Kelly (1920) 2 N.B. 1(hi. In this case tho eontobt was

betwevin an asaignee of a reversion of a Icaso and tieo tenant, as
to the lial>ility of thie latter on inxplied covenants to impair. The
factis %vvre soticNîiat ino~e.Miss Ilimnuond, who miRs the
lo$SPL' of ceitain prer-ises sub-let theni to the dlefeýndantzt for fivv
yeirs froîn J)cnhr25, 1912, t his ;iub-1eabe vonitainied coverarîts
by tlie u-cs to repair. O n ()ctober 29, 1914, MimS 11ainnrond
<lied intestate and by agreemient hetween 'lir adrninist rator and
the defendant, it was arrangod iii Noveniher, 1917, thât the defcnd-
ant shotild continue in occupation on a quarterly tenaen«y termi-
able on a quartvr's notice at an%, quarter day. Stibsoqueritly the'
adnistratoi, . uh-lot his reverVion to Hie iilaintiff les thrve
tiavs. The dofendant gave noticv to quit and gave up 1~~~n
and the prescrit action ias broughit for breaeh of hier covenant
to ropair. By the < 'on ve Yan ci g Aot, 1881 (44-45 Viet. c. .11),

s10 (1), in amignes oif a lvasv is entitled to, <'rforce the vovenarîts
tliervîn contained ' and it ivas objeeted on the part of tho dcefond-

ant that ns the quarterly tcnancy lîad lx'cn affec-ti4 bv eorres-
polndm'ee, atlthouigi the tenant inight l>e impliedly lw<und hv the
roveJrLiatit in hier original lase, yet they were îlot "eotinelld*
in the h'ase of the reveision of ivhieh the plaintiff was sine
azîd Liisi, J., mo e ld but thie Court of Appeal (liankos. Scruttoin,
and At km, JJ.), lield that the defvn<Iant 's ro venants on her original
lease ivere iinîlied ati part of the ternis of the renewal leame, and
were 'cîtid thvein within tlîo înocaning of the statute;
and that the Iplainitifï, t houghi only mn ismignce of part, of the
reversion IN." etit.ited to recover: but tho'v inîtiniffte Quit Nvithout
an asnignmîent of tie right of aution in respect of broac-hes coîîîîit-
ted bef<>ro the sub-lcase to the plint if, and riotiee to the defendant,
thie pluintiff nighit not, Ue ent>it-iud to recover damiages ini reapxect of
mîîch rcùlas


