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LANDLOED AsD TENANT--FuENisaZE, LODGING;S--IlPLIED WAR-

RAIiT! AS TO 717?qS Or TMAXKT.I
Humphrcijs v. MiLer (1817) 2 K.B. 122. This wa@ an action

L~y a laudiord to recover dainuges for breacli of warran' y, fraudu-
lent mierepresentation aind concealment, againa the exccutors of
a decease tenant, and bis medical attendant, ini the following:
cireuuitances. The daugliter of the deceaaed Wa engaged furn-
ished lodgings in the plaintiff's house for lier father and herseif.
Her father was then sufeéring from leprosy, which fact was not
diseloed, H1e was attended by bis doctor until bis %leath. The
jury answered, amnong other questions. that the daugliter and

doctor misrepreaented that the deeemsd was a fit and proper

person to occupy the plaintilf'e roome, and that the doctor con-I
cealed froin the plaintiff that the deeeaaed w88 a leper, and that

he stated to the plaintif, as agent for the decease, tht he was
not suffering from any ixifectious diseame, and they found a verdict t
for the plaintiff for £250; but Daring, J., who tried the action,
held that there was no implied warranty in the contract of tenancy,
that the deceased was a fit and proper per8on to occupy the plain-
tiff's lodgings, and furiher that there was no evidence thât the
daughter knew t bat ber father was suffering fromn leprosy, or that
the doctor did more than express his honest proffflional opinion
as to the non-iinfectious nature of Ieprosy iu England. He there-
fore gave judgmnent for the defendants, which waz affirmed by the

Court of Appeal (Eady aud Bankes L.JJ.; and Lawrence, J.)

E-xHIBITION-VISITOR-IÙGHT TO PHOTOGRAPH kXHIBITS.

ASpo1it8 end General Pre.ss Agency v. "Our Dogs" (1917) 2 K.B.
12,5. This was, an appeal fromn the decision of Horridgc, J. (1916)
2 W.B. 880 (noteui ante p. 48 -) sud the Court of Appe-al (Eady and .
Bankea, L.JJ., and Lush, J.) have affirrned the decision, that a
vigitor to an cxhibition bas a right to photogrupli exhibits, unlesa
he is by contract prohibited f rorn so doing.

PRINCIPAL AND AoENI'-FOREIGtN PRINCIPAL-LiABILITY 0F AGENT
-NAME OF PRINCIPAL' NOT DISCLOSL.t--CUgTOM OF MER-
CFIAN--PIISUMPTONRE3UTAL.

Mille v. Smith (1917) 2 K.B. 141. Where an agent niade a
contract, ou behaif of foreigu principals whose naines lie did not
disclose, it wa8 contended iu this case thaý by the custorn o! nicr-
chants the agent assumes a personai liabilitY on the contract.
But the Court of Appeal (Eady and Bankes, L.JJ., and Bray, .1.)


