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tenant be respectable andi responsible,) ta.
gether with such other covenarqts, clauses ant
provisoes as are contained in the lease under
which the promises are held.'l The original
lease containeti (i) a covenant that if any dis.
pute arose between the plaintiff and an>' other
tenant of the lessors, it should be referreti to
the arbitration of the lessors; (2) that the
lessee, hi& exectitors, adinistraturd and as-
signs, would not sublet without the liceuse of
the lessors, (3) andi that ail dernises and as-
uignments shoulti be prepared b>' the solicitors
of the les8ors. The under-lessee claitned that
these latter covmuants should be inere>' taken
as models of covenants ta be inserted iti the
under-lease, substituting the names of the
under-lessor andi lessc for those of the original
lessors andi lessee; but Pearson, J., andi the
Court of Appeal came to the conclusion, hav-
ing regard ta the special cîrcumastances of the
vase, that the under-lessor %vas entitleti ta
have the covenants in the under-lease sa
frameti, that the under-lessee shoulti be bound
to refer disputes between hitnself and an>'
tenants of the original lessors tu the latter ;
andi aiso not to assign or sublet withouit the
consent of the original lessors, andi also to
have ail demises andi aissigriments made b>'
him of the dernised pronmises, prepared b>' the
solicitors of the original lessors.
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Irn t-e Youngs, Doggett v. Reveit, 3o Ch>'. D.
421, prescrits soine points of simiiarity ta the
recent case in our own Court of Glass v. Carnt
er-o,, 9 O. R- 712, inastmucli as the appellant
was a titird party elaitning the right ta apply
to vary or set aside - judginent on the grouind
of being injuriously affected thereby. The
parties to this Iltriangular duel " stooti in the
follo-ving positions: TIhe plaintiff, Mrs. Doggett,
wvas the residuary legatee of a Mrs. Young,
who was tie executrix of Mr. Young. Revett
was the executor of INrs. Young, andi therefore
also the personal represontative of Mr. Young,
Mrs. Volluni claiuied to be a creditor of Màr.
Young, anti brought a suit against Revett for
administration, alleging breachiea of trutit by
Mrs. Young. Revett cousented ta a decree in
thlm suit. Mrs. Doggett hati previously coin.
menceti a suit against Revett for administra-
!on of Mrs. Yaung's estate. She now claimed

to b. injuriously affecteti by Mrs. VoilumIs
judgment, andi, to use the words of Lindley,
L.J., &he saiti ini substance*:- Il had aà
action against you. l(evatt, in which I was.
claiming the residne of Mns. Young's estate tu,
which I was entitleti, and in order to diminish
that residue andi nake it disappear, you andi
Mrs. Volluni concocteti a suit which was a
conspiracy to cheat me; andi you, Revett, have,
by collusion with the solicitor of Mrs. Volluîn,
consented ta a decrae which rabs me of every
chance of getting a farthing." It was titis
fudgment in the case of l'olluni v. Rev'dt that
the appellant clainied to set aside. The Court
on the înerits helti that no case for interfer-
ence was made out, andi disunissed the appli-
cation. Mrs. Doggett, besides moving to set
aside the jutigment iu Vol/tua v. Rcr'ett, also
appealeti front it, cIliuiuiig ta bo a l>arty tin
whoin the jutignent shaulti have been aerved,
but tho Court helti that she hati no locus s1andi,
as she, not being directl>' iinteresteti in Mr.
Young's estate, wits not a necessar>' or proper
part>' ta proceedings ta ainiister that estate,
andi therefore hati no right ta bc serveti with
the jutigment in Vol/arn v. Revett.
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In t-e 7'hoinp>son, 30 Chy. D. 441, was a case

very simular to In tre Spencer and McDonald, 19

Gr- 467. A finîn af solicitors delivereti ta their
client a bill of costs accompanieti by a letter
saying that there wore cer'tain charges which,
owîng ta haste, hati not been includeti in the.
bill, but that tlîey Nwerc wîhhinig tu accept a
stateti snm in full discharge, thougli if sucli
suni were flot paiti i eight days they çeserveti
the right ta wilhdrawv the bill autd deliver
another. The client, hOW3eor, insisting on bc-
ing furnisti with the particulars af the further
charges, the solicitors wrote withdrawing the
bill. The client then obtainied a commnon
order for taxation, andi for de': er> andi taxa-
tion of a further biih. On motion b>' the solici-
tors, Bacon, V.C., dischargeti this order, hold-
ing that there hati been nu delivery of the bill,
but ordereti the solicitors ta dtieiver a bill. ln
pursuance of th is order the solicttors delivereti
a aecond bill af considerably less amount tihan
the first. On appeal by the client froni V.C.
Bac,àn's order the Court of Appeat helti that
the firat bill1 was condîtional, but that the con-
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