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INN--SUFFERIN(; (IAMIN-itNORANCE 0F iIcFN.5EDt PiERsoN--KN0WLEDGE 0F sFRVAN.

Bond v. ESvans, 2 1 Q. B, D). 249, wvas a prosecution of an innkeeper for breach
of a statute which imposed a penalty on any licensed person who "lsuffers an>'
gaming, or unlawful game, to be carried on ojihis premises." Gamning had taken
place on the defendant's prernises to the know' ige of his servant, but without
his knowledge; and it w~as held by Manisty and Stephen, JJ., that the defendant
was bound b>' the knowledge of his servant, and was rightly convicted.

HI;HAY-Ei'IWRIAK; IANI-PlOWER Ob' COMPANY TO DEDICATF. IARIr O>,.Af

EXPROPRIATED AS A PUIBLIC HICHWAY.
.5

The sole point decidc.d by the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Lind.
ley and Lopes, L.j J.) in The~ Grand Jutction C'anal v. Petty, 2 1 Q. B. D.. 273, was,
that whei'e land ks acquired by a public company under a statute, for the pur.
poses of their undertaking, it ks competent for them to dedicate it as a public

t highwvay, if such use by the public be flot incompatible with the objects pre-
scribed by the Act. In this case the plaintiffs, a canal cornpany, had, under a
statute, expropriated certain land for a towing-path, and it appeared that the use
of it as a public foot-path wvas not inconlsistent with its use as a towng -path,
and it was held that the company could, under these circumnstaticcs, dedicate the4 land as a public foot-path, subject to its use by them as a towing-path.

2RIMINAî. 1AW--l.11ilI.- INI>ICTMEN FOR PUBIISH!NG A IBEI. KNOWING THE SAME TO
4 RF FAI.5EF"-CONVI(*1]ION FOR PU MACIATION ONI.v-(C. S. C. C. 1£3 , S. 2).

The short point decided in Boaler v. Thte Queu, 21i Q. BK D. 284,%~vas simply
this, that on an indictmnent for publishing a defamatory libel, 'Iknowing the $aile

j to be false," the defendant tnay be convicted of merely publishîng a defarnatory
libel.

LANIHO.RI) AND) TENANT A(;REEé:%IkEN'T FOR IKS oiî~ :No'rlmE. 44 &45 Vîcix
V. 4 1. S. 14 R. S. 0. C. 143, s. 1l).

In Sivajn v. Ayrr's, 21 Q. B. 1). 289, it wvas held by the Court of Appeal
(Lord Esher, IM.R., and Lindley and Lopes, .JJ.), affirming the decision of
Charles, J., 2o Q. B. D). c85 that an agreement for a lease k flot a lease within
the meaning of the Conveyaticing and Property Act, 188Hî, s. 14 (R. S. 0.C. 143,
s. i i), and thrrforc the ternis of that section do not applv to a tenancy unider
an agreement for a lcase wvhere there ks no actual leasc in existence, and nio title
to specifie performance. 1il this case the defendant was in possession of. the
premises as tenant undicer ani agreenet o lae Ihc poied tat the lease

to heexected tereuder hould contain (inter filia) a covenant to keep th
premises in repair, and a condition for re-entry for breacli of such covenant.
Reîit had been paid under the agreement but no lease had been executed. Thie

U ~premises being out of repair, the landlord brought the action to recover themn M
upcn a forfeiture, wvithout first giving notice under the above mentioned section
Referring to S. 14, Lord Esher sayï, at p. 292: Does it apply to anythllg.
besidles an actual bease in tangible existence? 1 ain inclitied to think it wvould be


