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cj6, et seq.). It may now suffice to say that the defendant being
lessee of certain premises by agreement flot under seal operating

as an immediate d'.-vise agreed to '4 et " the premises in question
ta the plaintiff for the term of three years. The lease under which
the defendant beld, but of wvhich the plaintiff had no actual notice
contained a restrictive covenant a-s ta carryîng on any business on
the premiseS in, question. The plaintiff's lease contained no sucb
restriction and be entered on the preinises and carried on business
there until restrained by injunction obtained by the superior land-

lord. The plaintiff then sued his own laniord for breacb of an
allegTed implied covenant for quiet enjayment. It now appears
from a fiil report of the ca.se that the Court of Appeal (Collins,
MI.R., andi Ramer and M.\athew, L.JJ.) did not actuallv decide that
there wvas no implied covenant for quiet enjoyment arising upon
the wvord "let, " but that, wbhetber there \vas or riot, it did flot
create an unrestricted covenant extending to ]awxfui interruptions
bx' a perscrn claiming under title paramaount, but onhv to the
plaintiffs Iessor's own acts and those claiming under hii. Collins,
M.R., howcver, cites apparenthx witb approxal thc dictum of Kav'
L.J., in fliy'zes v. L/oî'd (1895> 2 04). 6io, that "the weight -)f
authorîty is iii favour of the view. that a covenant In law~ is flot
implied from the mere relation of landiord and tenant, but on]\,
from certain wvord., used in creating the icase,'' a proposition wvhich
bas already been (lealt with in the article above referred ta.
Collins, M R., also points out that according ta Patmnan v. Har/and
(188G, 17 Ch. D. 35,ý3, the plaintiff inust be taken to have haci
notice of the tcrrns of the head lease.

EMPLOYER AND WORKMAN -DEATII OF WORKMO.' FR051 ACCIITh51 1'ARI..NT

IN WO-RKIlOtSE--WRKMEN'S COMI'ENSATioN; Acr, 1897, (6o & 61 '0îCT.,
c. 37) s. 7, sCII.-s. 2-- IEPENI)ENT."

Rees v. Pent 1kber Navi.zacn CoIieP,>' CO. (1903) 1 K.B. 259,
wvas ain action brouglht by the father of a deceased child w~ho had
been a workr-nan and killed by accident in the defendan ts' coll1icry, ta
recover compensation under tbe Act of 1 897. The plainItiff
.claimed tn be a " dependent " on bis (leccaseci son within the
incanling of the Act, Ile w~as in fact a pauper living in a wvork-
bouse, ami bis dleceaisecl son had flot c(bntribute(l ta lus suPl)ort.
The Court ai Appeal (Collins, NM.R,, andl Roller and Mathew,
1.JJ.) held that notwvithstan(ling the son's indirect obligation under
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