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dent was due to the neglect of the tenant to use the appliance
provided, as in case these questions were answered affirmatively
thie defendant would flot be tirible. The court also took occasion
to expresr, the opinion that in Santdford v. Clarke, 21 QABD. 398,
they had proceeded on a wrong ground irL assurning that a weekly
tenancy cornes to an end at the end of each week, and, on the
contrary, they consider that it continues from week to week until
deterrnined by some notice ; but how long that notice should be
they do not say. The reporter in a note refers to an Irish cast,
Harvey v. Copeland, %3o L.R. Ir- 412, where it was held that a
reasonable notice was necessary, and that a reasonable notice
mearis a weeý'5 notice.
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Chaýffers v. Goldsmid, (1894) 1 Q.B. 186, was a ratllur singular
action. The plaintiff bad forwarded to the defendant, who was
a Inimber of parliament for the division in which the plaintiff
was a voter, a petition cornplaining of the conduct of one of Her
Majestv's judges. The defendant had dezlined to present it, and
theroîîpon the ar'ion wv.s brought, praying a mandamus to
compel the defendant t-o present the petition. Collins, J.,
affirrned an order of a inaster striking ont the plaintiff's state-
ment of dlaim as frivolous; and, on appeal, Wills and Grantham,
jj., affirmied the order, holding that there is no0 right of action
in a pcrson desirous of petitioning parlianient to compel any
particular miember to present it.
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fliberi v. Cathwart, (T894) I Q.1B. 244, carrnes the law as laid
down in Ex parte NVeliiii, Re Hoare, 14 Ch.D- 41, One sttep
furthcr. lu this case the plaint iff had recovered a judgment for
a dcebt against a married womn-. He subsequently obtained an
ordler ini Chambers directing the defendant to pay the arnount of
thue judgment within a tirne limnited, and in default that a seques-
tration should issue against the defendant's separate property,
froîn xvhich order the defendant appealed, and Wills and Wright,
JJ., nnanimously rescinded the order, holding that there was no0
jurisdiction to inake it. This decision agrees with Londont and
Canadian Loan and Agency Co. v. Merritt, 32 C.P. .375, and seenms


