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Bady, J., however, held that the transfer of the lease to the coin.
p~ pany wua part of the arrangement made by the firj with the
Z4 Company and that nothing whieh had been done had had the

effeot of releasing the original partners froin their liability to
indemnify their truatees against lois.

îï, ~LÂNDLR.ol AND TENqANT-IlianT-QUIET ICNJOYXMNT-lROOATiox
FROX GRANT-INTERI'EENCE WITE PRIVACY 0F TENANT.

M2, Browne v. IFlower (1911.) 1 Chy. 210. This was an action by
a tenant of a flat to rcstrain an alleged interference with the

r plaintif 's enjoyment of the deniised premises. The facts were
that the plaintiff and the defendant Lightbody were .gach. tenants
of flats in the same building, Mrn. Lightbody 's fiat was above that
of tùe plair-tifY, and she was under eovenant to her landiord flot

tJ' to do anything, on the demised premises which would be a nuis-
ance to the tenants of the adjoining or neighbouring premises.

-P ~ Mrs. Lightbody falsely stating that the plaintiff had no objection,.
applied to the defendant Fowler for a mortgage of the premises
and obtained f£rom her leave to erect a stairway on the outside
of the building from the ground to ber premises, as a means of
access thereto. This stairway when erected passed in front of
two bedroom windows of the plaintiff's' prernises; no that persona
using the stairway could see into these roome. This the plaintiff
claimed was an invasion of her rights of privacy and quiet enjoy.
ment, and she claimed a rnandatory injunctioîi for the removal
of the stairway, or damages. Parker, J., who tried the action,
held that what had been done by Mns. Lightbody was flot done on
the premises demised to her and therefore was not a breach of her
covenant, and neither*did it amouint to a breaeh of the covenant
by the leusor for quiet enjoyment by thz plaintiff of her premises.
He therefore dismissed the action but as Mns. Lightbody had
obtained the leave to erect the stairease through a miarepresenta-
tion, he refused to give her her Conta as against the plaintiff.

SALE 0F GOOD-CONTRACT NOT TO BE PERFORMAD WIT±iIN A YEAR-

w", *- WraTrN SIGNED BY PARTY. TO B3E CHAKtOD-STATUTE OF

FRAUDE (29 CAR. IL. 3. 3) a.4-(R.S.O.. o. 338, s.5, 12).

In Prested Miners Co. v. Gardner (1911> 1 1113. 425 the Court
of Appeal (Cozeni.Hardy, M.R., and Moulton and Farwell,
L.JJ.) have aflirxned the decision of Walton, J., (1910) 2 K.B.
776 noted ante p. 18, to the effeet that a contract for the sale of
goods whieh in not; to be performed within a year nmust be ini
writing and signed by the party to be charged.
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