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COURT 0F APPEAL

CA,.(... Garromv.
Maecarpn. ind Magee. .JJ.A.1J Sept. 2f).

iundlord anid Io i ait-A!Irrûmv Wi for hs -- ('ot, kiant foi- r, -
nelvai riiifnqn wrilh iawd.

Appeal by plaintiff froin q judgmnernt of RnEa.J. A., 231
O.IÀ.R. 234, disinissing tht' plaintiff's kiwtion to ropm.'pr potmsessimi

of clerIse reiniise.
The leasü in this t'nst' was not uinder seal. lt wii,%adiùitli.dl

thRt if it had beexi, a vovvnant to rteew wouid have* run with tl1w
land. The vontention was that thé' present demis.' not beiiic
under seal, tlic agrement to renew wais flot bintli ng on the I~
sor's assignep.

1h4lf,. thât titis vit-%% wkis too -iirrow. in t hat it took n ut -c
vtujit or the' eql tabhh riule :4tatpil hy' RIDDEI.J.. .J_ to the eifi

that a tenant hanving a riglit tto the' legal ertate. %vhieh right wa.s
t'nforeea>le in tht' C ourt i n -~I th t he met ion %va. 1 riielit. eq uit
loctks upon that as dont' whivh oughit to he done, and the Couirt
governs, itselt iieeordingly. TI'e hirthei- vontention that thv
option ereated was only a 1)îer.snnai oblig~ation waq. undler the vir.-
etumsta':t'es. illiliatt'rial.

Hic ad. KC..a nd .1l. Lickhq r! GiîrIi n for p]n i ntif
À rminir, K.( '.. for defendîî uts.

F iii ( 'oîurt. î D'Eyh. v. Tîrnoxiro R.XV. t;. Isept. '21).

Sttt rai! wayl -. 1njiiry tla persoin att, rnptilly la gr oit car
k'indings of jur-y-Nigiqe nv-.iEnr

Al)pt-il by tilt- defenda.ntg frOut tht' jlldgrnnt iif FAL~cI).--
ââii.C.J.K.13, upou the tidinga of a jury, in favour of tht'

plaintif,. for the reî'overy of $21,0) damage8 for persorial injury
(ustained by the plaintiff hy reason of the négligence of tht'


