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they would flot continue the same beyond the period rcquired
under their agreemnent, but that they would be glad if he could

N take up the premnises on the 14th ~aor even earlier. There was
no dlaimi for use and occu,,ation, but the defendants were willing

NaQ 1, to pay for use and occupation up ta 14th May. Hawkins, J , was
~ of opinion that there was na evidence of a tenancy from year ta

year after the zst February, 1892. He, therefare, disinissed the
Z. M action; but the Court of Appc: were unanimous that the evidence

established that the defendants cintinued in possession with the
consent of the plaintiff as bis tenant, and that the presumnption
was that they did s0 on the ternis of the expired lease, so far as
applicable, as tenants from year ta year, in accordance with the
rule laid down by Lord Mansfield in Righit v. Darby, i T.R. i59.

STAI-L'rE 0F FRA rs - CON'IRACTOR INTERESTEI) INLAI-t4ETH-

N COMPANY'.

Driver v. Broad, (1893) -1 Q.B. 744, we have already noticed
when hefore Mathew,J. (see aite p.354). Itw~il1 suffice tasay that
his decision that the contract in question for the sale of the de-

Y. bentures of a company, which were a charge tipon real praperty
held by the company, was a contract for an interest iii land, and,
therefore, invalid under the Statute of Frauds for flot being in
writing, was afirmed oy the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R.,
and Lapes and Ka), L. JJ.).

I.NsuRAN4cE-AcciDENr--" INjttRy çAussi) 14V EXTERNAL NiANS."

F-anlyn v. Tite Crown Insurance Com/>aezy, (1893) 1 Q.B. 750,
was an action on an accident palicy, under which the plaintiff
was insured against "any bodily injury caused by violent, acci-

î dental, external and visible means." The policv, however,
excepted injuries arising from " natural disease or wveakness, or
exhaustion co-isequent upon disease." The injury on which the
action was based was occasioned by the plaintiff stooping ta pick
up a marbie, ini doing which the plaintiff dislocated the cartilage
of one of his knees. Before the accident the plaintiff had not
suffered frorm any weakness of the knee or knee-joint. The
defendants resisted the action on the ground that the injury was
flot due ta any externat cause, and was, therefore, flot within the
policy; but the Court of Appeal (Lard Esher, M. R., and Lapes and


