
122 Canada Law journal.

months and collect the rents;- and as the evidence shewed that the receipt
by the lessors of the three months' rent was in pursuance of a compromise
with the assignee in respect to the acceleratior ; and as the month's rent
froni the sub-tenants wa only compensation by the latter for being
permitted to use and occupy the premises and for their accommodation;
the lessors could flot be said to have waived their right to dlaim a forfeiture

f of the lease.
J Mortgagees of the premises having notiFed the sub-tenants to pay

4 refit to thein, the assignee paid tbem a sum in satisfaction of their dlaimjwith the assent of the lessors, against whose deinand it was cagd

È He/a, that this also was no waiver of the lessors' right to dlaim a
I foîfeiture.

Qua're- W~as a covenant by the company to supply steam and power.1k" to its sub-tenants anything more than a personal covenant by the company,
or would it, on surrender of the original lease, have bound the lessor and

a purchaser froni hini of the fée? Appeal allowed with cosus.
Richée, K.C., and Ryckrn, for appellant. Thonisan, K-C., and

(PITihi, , for respondents.
Que.] (Nov. 16, i901.
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S.C.R. o(i, tlîat, as the plaintiff and his auteurs hiad waived objection to
the nianner iii wlîich the toîl-liause lîad beemu constructed, and permitted
the roof and windows to reniain there, tic demolition could flot lie


