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ing whieh had beFu constructed across the plaintiffs' line for
the purpose of connecting agricultural lands which were severed
by the railway, for any purpose other than agricultural purposes
in connectien with the defendant'a lands on cither side of the
railway. When the Uine was eonstr-icted and the crossiflg was
originally muade it was used for thre occasional passageofe sheep
and cattie, the keys of the gates being borrowed fromin. neighbour-
ing signa>l man, who kept the signal. at danger tili the animiais
had crossed, Iatterly the neighbourhood had changed itR char-
acter and the ewner had let a field te a tennis club who elimnbed
the ga.tes and used the cressing daily in large numbére. Eady,
J.. held that the dofendant, although net restricted te -the'
user of thre crâssing for strictly agricultural purpeses, was not
entitled te usc it se as substantially to inerease the burden of the
ffasernent, and that whether or not the burden was increased was
a question ef tact, and it being proved that owving to a large main
line traffle, and the ahunting freru an adjeining eolliery, the user
of the crossing by the members ot thre tennis club wvas exceedingly
dangereus te them, and wc'uld subject the railway to a greatly
increased burden in watching this line and managing tiroir traffl
se as to aveid. accidents, ho held that thi8 user was unwarranted
and inight be reetrained by injunction.

LANDLORD AND TENANT-LE-ASI. \T RACK RENT--COVkNANT BY
LESSOR TO PÂY TA£XlES--SUB-I£,ISI AT A PROFIT-INCREASE OF
TAXES CONSEQUENT ON SUB-LEAsE-LA&BILITI 0F LESSOR.

.Solaman v. Holford (1909) 2 Clh. 64. A sumnmary application
wvas made te the court te determine the follewing question. The
plaintiff had lot te ene Singer four upper floors of a building
at a rack rent, the leseee consenting net te alter the promises or
sub-let without the eseor', consent, and the plaintiff covenanting
te pay ail rates and taxes now payable or hereafter te become
payable in respect of the said promises. The lessor, with tire
plaintiff'. consent, sub-let each floor at a profit, and in ceuse-
quence ef the lese having sub-let at a profit the aosesoment te
rates and taxes wax increased, and the question wR& whether the
plaintiff in theso circumstances ivas liable for the ine.resed taxes
thus occasioned; Neville, J.., hold that ho was, and that hi. lia-
bility wus net lirnited te tire asse.4srnent existiâg en the date ef
the lease.


