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crs orders of court: and they cail attention te the remarks of Jessel, M.R., in ones
lch v. Joeles, 14 Chy. D. 594-5, to, the effect that the common Iaw practice should be
ses followed.

4NEGLIGENcE-LUAILITY 0F MIASTER FOR INJURY CAIUSEI) TO THIRD) PERSONS-VOLENTI
ny SON VIT INJURIA.
cd Thitrssel v. I-anfdyside, 2o Q. B. D. 359, was an action brought by a workrnan

in who was directed to work in a particular place, to recover damnages against the
nit cînployers of certain other workmen for injuries sustained owing to the latter
rI workmen or their employers flot having taken proper precautions. The plaintiff

d was employed as a carpenter to do work upon a building for his employers.
d ~Above-hiin in the saine building other workmnen were emptoyed by the defendants

doing certain other work; this latter work wvas of a dangerous character, and
injury was likely to result froni pieces uî iron falling on those below. The plain-
Wif was injured by a falling piece of iron. The jury found that the accident
arose through the negligence of the defendants, in flot taking proper precautions

rt to protect those below-that there was ne contributory negligence on the part
C of the plaintiff-and that the plaintiff did not v'oluntarily incur the risk. On a

motion to set aside the verdict and enter a judgment for the defendant, Hawkins
and Granthiam, JJ., were of opinion that the verdict was correct, and dismissed
the motion. The niere knowledgc of the risk by the plaintift, beiaig held flot to
bc a voluntary undertaking of the risk.

LANDLORI> ANI) TEXANT-"l L1(,uAu NOTICE TO QuiT," -JCrE

Friend v. S/taz, 20 Q. B. D. 374 strikes us as being an exceedingly technical
decision, and onc that will hardly commend itself to common setîse. The j)lrik-
diction of a county court to cotertain jurisdiction ini ejectment betwecn landlord
and tenant %vas b>' statute confined to cases wherc the tenant's terni and interest
"Ishail have expired, or shahl have been dctermined either by the landiord or the
tenant by a legal notice to quit." The plaintiff let to the defendant a house for
thrce years, at a monthly rent, subject to a provision for re-entry on non-payment
of any part of the rent for twenty-one days. A month's rent having been in
arrear for over twenty.oine days, the plaintiff gave the defendant notice to quit
at the end of the next month of the tcrm for non-payment of rent. Wills and
Granthani, J)., overruled the judgrnent of the county court judge, and held that
"ýa legal notice to quit" must be taken to mean the notice to quit required by
law~, and not once depcnding on the express stipulation of the parties. l'Legal "
is dedlned by the dictionaries to mean Ilpermitted or atithorizeci by law.Y The
notice in question waS I permitted or authorized by the law," and yet in the
judgrnent of the court it was net Illegal,» which secîns a rather paradoxical resuit.

CAtqAL--RIOHI TO SLIPPOItT-STAI'UTORY JREMEDY-COMPENSATION.

Lanauhire mnd Yorkshire Railivay Co. v. Xrnow/es, 2o Q. B. D, 391, is an in-
structive cms, showing that where a statutory right is given, and a statutory
m'medy Io p.-ovided for hose injuriously affected by the exercm~e of that right

thie statutory remedy must be strict)y pu->ýied, and that when another course is


