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ber mother who ivas out of the jurisdiction, and Waltor, J., whose
* attention was flot drawn ta, that fact, made the order and a writ

was ,ssued. Subsequently, on appeal, the Divisional Ccurt quashed
* the writ, but g-ive ]eave to issue a new %vrit which was ordered ta

lie in the office lintil there should be an opportunity of ser;lng it
within the jurisdlction, but the Cour-t of Appeai held that was
unwarranted by the practice on the simple grcund that the Court
had no Jurisdictlon ta make anv order for such a wvri! as against a
persan out of the jurisdiction of the Court.

LANDLORD AND TENANT-LASE LIF PUBLIC HOIUSE -COVESAS,%T BY LES2EE
xor TO "St*FFER" ANY .AcTr TO- BE DOETo FORFEII I.ICENSE ACT OF

stLB-LESSEE-" AssiG.s.'

llUi/slc.n v*. Tawni/ey i1904> 2 K.B. 99, ivas an action by- ]and-
lord against tenant for breach of a covenant wvherebv the ]essee for
himself and bis - assigtis" bound hirnself rat to do or -suffer "any
act ta be donc on the demised prcm'ses wh-Ier.by the 1; -crse miglit
be forfeited, or its reneival refus-ýed. The defendanit had sub-let the
premises <a public bouse> ansd the ,sub-l-,issee had permitted acts to
be done in cansc-juence of -whicii a renewal of the ler..was
refused. The plaintiffs Nvere assignees of the revý_rsion and the
defendants ivere assignees of the ]ease, and there ivas no question
that the covenant ran %vith the lard. T!-,e onily quesýtian wvas,
whether the defen iant was responsibie ior the act of hik sub-
lessec, and the Court (,f .Appeai (-Collins, NI R., and Ramer and
.Mathew. L-ji.) heMd tbat lit %vas not, and the fact tbat, owing ta
the loss of thz license, the prcmiscs had lo.st the character cf a
public bouse and become anl ardinary' dwclliing, %vas held nat ta bc
a breacb of a cavenant that P.o other'busincss t , ân that of a public
bouse should bc carried an on the premiSes.

SAMING DEST- CoN.îî»DERATioN -11Tif RAWAz 1, (IF ET-1ER TO II)EBT'R*s CLUB

-- ILLEGAL CO>NSI DE RATION -- BILL. F ;-X( IIANL;E.

In re (,vn 1904'. 2 K.B. 1 33, althaugh a case iii bank-
ruptcy, is deserving of attention. l'lie case turned on tlic validity
of certain bis of exclhange which the halder claîmed to prove
agaitiqt the bankrupts' estate. The trustce set up that they hiad
been given for an illegal consideration and were nuil and( v<)id.
The ficts were, that the debtar b., (l hia<, betting transactions %vitb
Martingeil andl £800 %vas (lue to him iii respect thereof. Martin-
geil broughit an actioa for the £,Soo iii whichi the debtar set tif) the


