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LANDLORIP A N NlIITES~Ir. OP LAI)OR> RG iO )ist'urE-

ES'*011'1ýlýAI'I 0F STRANUER WIIOSE (;OODS ARE MIÎTRAINEIj TO IIPV r

TIrLRP 0F. 1ANI.R1.

In Tadman v. HCemal, (1893) 2 Q.B. 168, the well-settled
principle, that a ]essee is estopped froin disputing his lessor's titie
%vthout first giving Up possession, wvas sought to be extended to
a third perscn whose goods were distrained on the derniscd
premnises ; but it wvas held bv Charles, J., that, as to such third
person, there is nio estoppel. In this case the third persan Nvas
the \vife of the lessee, adc sorne gaods which were hier separate
property were, whilst on the dernised preniises by license of hur
husband, distraincd by the landiord for rent due by lier husband.
Iu an action for conversion af the goods she disputed the landl-
lord's titie, and it \vas hield that she xvas flot estopped frorni so
doing, and that the principle relied on only applies to ten~ants or
persons claiming urnder thern wha have obtained possession of the
dernised premises, and had na application ta a persan placing
goods on the prernises by license af the tenanit.

ENTRAORDîNARY S IATI'TORY REMEDI) NO' 'l'O CaIVIL. ACTION.

In Miland aiI.y Company v. Martin, (1893) 2 Q.B. 172, .
was held by Mathew and WVright, JJ., that an order nmade undeù
a statute enabling a persan ta obtain a sunirnary order fromn a
niagistrate for the delivery of gaods unlaw'fully detained fromn
hirn is rio bar ta a civil action for darnages for the detention of
such goods by the persan against whom the arder Nvas made,
because the statute in question gave the magistrate na power to
deal Nvith the question of damnages.

LADIRD IA}IÂTY 0F, 'lO IiRI'ISNn;î;Ec-AEou i-R1.NISES
-IMIALID U'NI)EIS'AKI N';TM RISPAIR.

In Miller- v. Hancock, (1893) 2 (),B- 177, the Court of Appe-al
(Lord Esher, M.R., and Bawen and Kay, JJ.) has deterînined
that where a landlord leases premises in flats ta divers tenants lie
is liable in damages ta third persons lawfully vîsiting the prei-
ises ta see such tenants for any injury caused thern by the
defective state of the com mon staircase, and that in the absence
of any stipulation ta the contrary there is an implied undertaking
on the landlord's part ta keep such staircase in repair. The case
was held ta corne within the principle of the decision in Sinith v.


