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in such circuinstanceB it; was an irisufficient memorandum, within
the Statut-- of Frauds. The learned Judge came to the conclusion

j J that Romer, J., must have been of thp opinion in Fi!by v. Hounseli,
(1896) 2 Ch. 737, that the agent there was personally hiable onIL the contract, although he considered that he was flot warrait'ed
in that conclusion. But, assuming that lie thought it was un-
neeessary that the agent should be* personally hound by th-~
contract, then he considered his decision was opposed to R~. '

f v. Miller, 3 App. Cms. 1124, which he considered governed1 tie
case. The action therefore failed.

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT - UNDISCLOSED PRINCIPAL - Ae'rîo\
AGAINST AGENT ALONE-ExAMINATION FOR DISCOVERY-

'i. INQUIRY AS TO NAME OF ALLEGED PRINCIPAL.

Sebright v. Hanburij (1916) 2 Ch. 246. This was an action
for specifie performance of a contract for the sale of pictures.
The plaintiff sought to examine the defendant as to whether in
making the contract, he was acting as agent for an undisclosed
principal, and he sought to amend his pleadings hv setting up the
alleged agency of the defendant. The question, as Younger, J..
put it, was whether an amendment ought to bc made, or initerroga-

proceedings, or to make theni regular and effective against the
present defendant, b)ut to secure for the plaint iff seme other
per-on liable un(ler the contract in substitution for, and not jaintly
wNith the present. defendant; and he came to the conclusion that

f it woul(l bçe entirely contrary to the practice to acrede Io such an
application.

1,A',NDLOPI) AND TENANTr-DEmisbE 0F BUSINES.S ChEMISES-1liESERý-

VATION 0F PASSAGEWAY I3ENEATII I)EMISED PREMIISES-ALý-

f TERATION IN USER ')F PASSAGEWAY BT LANDLOIlD-QUIEI

ENJOYMENT--TEMPORtARY ANNOYANCE TO TENANT.

J>helps v. London (1916) 2 Ch. 255. This xvas an action l>Y a
tenant against bis landiords to regtrain the (lefendants from using
a passageway lx'ne.ath the deînised premnises to the annoyance of
the plaintiff. In the lease to the plaintiff made hy the defendants
of certain business premises in the city of Lo)ndon, the deMendiants
reserved at passageway beneath t.he premises; at the time of the
lease th's passageway was floored withi roncrete and tFIe wslls
thereof were faced with glazed brick. Seventeen ,years after the
granting of the lease and, Iiring the terni, th( ddants removed
the floor of the passage and the ti,- girders which supportcd the


