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PUINOIPAL AND ASENT-STOCzK DOKEoR, DRPAULT OF-LIA131LrrY OPM PAIN-
CIPAL TO JOUBER-PRIVITY 00 CONTrRACT.

A »der<rn v. Boardi (1900) 2 Q.B. 26o is a case somewhat simi-
lar to Béckhuon v. Harnb/d, noted ante p. 44t, the action being
broueht by a stock jobber. against. the. client of a--broker who-had
made defauit in completing a purchase of shareA from the plaintifi'.
The plaintiff having discovered that the contract had beeientered
into by the broker on behaif of the defendant called on him to
take Up the shares, and on his refusai to do so he resold the shares
and claimed to recover frorn the defendant the différence between
the price agreed to be paid by the broker and the price realized on
the resale. The case, however, differed from Beek/tusorn v. ffamb/,et
inasmuch as the transaction ivas a single one and nu others besiides
the defendant.were interested in the purchase. Mathew, J., there-
fore held that the plaintiff's action was well founded, and he gave
judgment in his favour for the amount claimed.

LANOLORD AND TEN«ANT-FORE!£TURB-COVICNANT NOT TO ASSIGN-EQUIT.
ABlLE ASSliUICMNT-DBCLARATION OF TRUSRT-NOTICE OFFOItE ACTION-SER-
VICE OF NOTICE ON "LEESEE' CONVEYANCING AND LAW OF PROPRRTv ACT,
1881, (44 & 45 VICT., C. 41) 9.124t suDBs. s, 6, (î>, S. 67, sua5.-S. a-<R.S.0. C.
170, S- 13, SUB..Ss. 1, 6 (a) )'31D, ACT, 1873, S. 24, SUBLS. 4 -(ONT. JUD.
ACT, S. 57, sus-S. 8).

Gentie v. Fatdkiier (1900) 2 Q.B. 267 was an action oif eject-
ment brought by a landiord against his Iessee. The lease under
which the defendant held provided that the les- ee should not
assign or sub-let the demised premises, and it also provided for
re-entry iii the evelît of the Iessee making any assignment for the
benefit of creditors. The Iessee had made an assignment of his
property, except the demised premises, for the benefit of his
creditors, and declared that he wvould stand possessed of the lease-
hold upon trust for the trustee and to, assign and dispose of the
sanie as the trustee should direct. Notice had been given of the
claim of the plaintiff to reenter to the assignee for creditors who
had taken possession, but no notice had been served on the lessee,
the defendant. Byrne, J., who tried the action, held that the deed.
of assignment followed by the possession by the assignee was by
virtue of the Jud. Act, 9. 24, sub-s. 4, (Ont. Jud. Act, s. 57, sub-s, 8) an
assignment of the demised premhi.es, and a breach of the covenant
flot to assign, anid that the plaintiff was entitled under the <onvey-
ancing Act, Mi8, S. 14, sub.s. i,-(ýR.S.O. c. i70, s. 13, sub-s. 6(a).)-
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