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view that an agenit, like a solicitor, is bound to secrecy in regard to
communications from hié principal, anid we are not sure whether
the jury's law is not on the whole preferahie to that, of the Judge.

ARrTRAIoNAWAIîIN ALTERNATIVE FORM-SP lCIAL CASE-

FINAL AWARD IF EiPECIAL CASE NOT PEOSECUTED.

M Re Olyimpia Ou Cake Go. v. MacAndrew (1918) 2. K.B 771.
ý J'eCThis was an appeal fromi an order of a Divisional Court dismissing
TZ a motion to set aside an award. The award in question was mnade

ini an alternative form; it stated a special case and flmited a time
within which the case should be set down for hcaring; and in default

;0M it mnade a final awçýrd of the miatters in question. The Court of
Appeal (Banks, and Scrutton, L.JJ., Pickford, L.J., dissenting)
that tle arbitrators had not exceedcd their jurisdiction and held
thaqt the aw'ard was not bad on its faec and dismissed the appea.

LANDLORD AN» TEýN.-N'I-LESSEEF 0F APAR'1MENT-1FLIGHT OF
STEIIs EIOM STUHlETe-OBLIGATION 0\' F LES811 TO) KEEI'
ýSTE1', IN REPAIR.

1) néister v. Hollia (1918) 2 K.B. 795. The plaintif in this case
was the lessee of two roowns in a house; the ]essor retained control
of the rcst of the house and of the fi-ont steps. These steps had
been suffered to faîl into disrepair and the plaintiff, in usirg theni,
fell and wa s injured. Lush, J., held that the defendant was ur.der

el an obligation to the plaintiff, as his tenant, to take reasonable care
to keep the steps reasonably safe, and tlîat lie had failed in this
duty and m-as !iable to the plaintiff for dairiages for the injury thus
occasionei..

LAMDLORD AND TEA;rN T o QUIT ACCOMPANIED BY LErTLR
'rII1AT IT WAS TO TAXE EFFEOT UNLESS IN MEANTIME TE
LESSOaS SAW FIT TO CHANGE THEIR OPINION.

Norfolk N. CIild (1918) 2 K.B. 805. This was an appeal from
the order of a Divisional Court (1918) 2 K.B. 351 (noted arde p. 24).
The question was to the sufficiency of a r-"tice to quit, accompanied
by a letter, to the effect that it was to take effect unless in the
mealntinie the lessors saw fit to change their opinion. The Divi-
sional Court uphield it and the Court of App,3al (Bankes and
Scrutton, L.JJ., and Eve, J.) affirined the decision.
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