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NEGLIGENCE--OWNER 0r PRE)iisEs-DANGEF.ous PREMISES-

HOUSE LET OUT IN FLATiS -FLIGHT OF STEPS IN POSSESSION

0F LANDLORD-STfEPS INSUFYICIENTLY FENCED-LiABILITY OF

LANDLORD TO WIFE 0F TENANIT--KNOWLED)GE OF WIPE 0F

TENANT OF DANGEROUS CONDITION 0F STEPS.

Lucy v. Baxwden (1914) 2 K.B. 318. In this case the husband
of the plaintiff was iessee fromn the defendant of a fiat in a house
which was entered by a front door approached from the street by
a fiight of six steps protzcted on cither side by a coping about
eight inches high; on either side, of the steps was an area. The
steps reînained in the defendant's possession and contrai. The
plaiptiff slipped on the steps and f el over into, the area and for
the injuries so caused the action was brought. The jury folind
that the steps were in dcfective repair for want of a railing and
that this defect was due to the negligence of the7defendant and that
both the plaintiff and defendant knew of the defect before the
accident. On these findings Atkin, J., wha tried the action, gave
judginent for the defendant on the ground that the danger was
patent and kn: wn to the plaintiff and she must be presumned ta
have voiuntarily taken upon herseif te, bear the risk.

LAND)LORD AND TENANT-LEASE-COVENANT TO PAY TAXES

CHARGED ON PREMISEs-LANDLORD ASSESSED DY MISTAKE--

PAYMENT BY LANDLORD--IMPLIED REQUEST.

Easlwood v. McNab (1914) 2 K.B. 361. This was an action 1iy
a landiord against a tenant on a covenant in a lease whereby the
tenant covenanted ta pay ail asses,ýments charged on the pri'mises.
By mistake the landlord was asscssed for ani paid taxes properiy
chargeable against the occupier of the premnises and which were
sought to be recovered in this action. The County Court judge
dismissed the action but the Divisional Court (Ridley and Bankes,
JJ.) held that the defendant was iiable on the ground that the
taxes were in fait charged upoù the premises and there wvas an
implied request on the part of the defendant ta pay, and an in-
Dlied promise by the defendant to refund the money.

MONEY LENDER---HAnBSH AND 17NCONSCIONABLE TRANSACTION-

ExCEssiVE INTERES3T--QUESTIONÇ 0F LAW OR FACT-MNONEY

LENDERs ACT, 1900 (63-64 VICT. c. 51), s. 1-(1.S.O. c. 175,
s. 4).

Abrahqts v. Dirnrnock(19i4) 2K.B. 372. Thiswias an action
hy a regist.ered money lender to recover on a promîissary note ii;
which the dlefendant claîmed the be-nefit of the Money Lenders


