
Englis/i Cases. 351

associationi struck wvork. Aftcr tFicy hadi thus gone on strike the

sanction of the association was ,btained to, their continuing on

strike, and the funds werc being applied in payment to the

strikers of Ilstrike pay." This the Court field was îlot a lawful

payment under the rules which did not provide for the case of an

ex post facto sanction. Another of the rules provided for pay-

nient of Ilstrike pay " in case -nembers were Ilthrown out of

emnplûvyent " in consequelice of any- action leg-allv taken bv the
union. After the men had struck without the sanction of the

union, the strikers offéed to go back to work again, not with a

bona fide intention of %vorking, but in order that the%, might strike

with the sanction of tic union according to the terms of thc rules
providing for Ilstrike pay," but th,- eniployers hein- aware of their

real intention rcfused to receivc themn back, and the Court of

Appeal held that thîs wvas not beiiug Ilthrowý%n out of employinent "
%vithin theinieafling of the rule, but Stirling, J., wvas doubtfui on
this point.

LANDLORD AND TENANT-RENEWAL OiF LEASE IlAT cosrS OF LE'S5EE-COs'Ts,

OF ARBITRATION AS ro FINE PAYABIRF ON RENENVAL.

I lf)s/j)n v. Fùtzsiipzmions, (P)03) i K.B. 349, the simple point
w~as as to the costs of an arbitration to fix the ar-nount of a fine
payable on the renewal of a lease. The lease provicd that the
renewal %vas to be at Ilthe costs oif the lessee"I and on pay'ment of
a fine to be fixed by the lessors surveyor, or at the option of the
lessec by' two arbitrators and ai umpire. The lesscse elccted tc,
refer the amount of the fine to arbiitration, and it wvas heMd bv the
Court of Appeal (WViliamns, Stirling, and Mathcw, .JJ.) tliat the
costs of the arbitratioîî and aNwird Nvcrc tnder tlie terrns of Uhe
lease payable by the lesscc, wlîic i covercd ail costs consequent on
the renew ai, aîîd flot mcrcly the :onveyancing costs as WVrighît, J.,
had heki.

LEASE-ilowrR TO DETKERMINE-TERNI NATION 0F LEASF. ON Nt)TicE-BRE.AC"Es

OF COVFNANT- LIABILITV 0F LESSE E FR BREACH 0F COVENANT No'rWîr}i-

STANDIING ThRMINATION 0F LEASE.

/llore v. Giulini, (1903) i K.1I. 356, is anotiier case on tic law
of landiord and tenant. Iii this case the lease contincd a proviso
that it inight be dctcrrnincd on notice and that Il iii such case tlîis
present indenture and evcry clause, niatter and thîng therein con-
taiîîed shall upon tlue expiratic n of the said notice, ceat. and


