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below, was Iield liable (fStapenhurst v.
lr.Man. Company, 15 Abih. Pr. N.
.5) À~> layman mighit imagine

that a landiord must keep) his bouse in
go0d order so tha> the occupant be iot
4airinified, but a cleric kîiows that the
law' says quite the reverse; that hie is
flot bound to do any repairs, bowever

necpssa.X, except such as hie expressly
agr'es to do; no promise is implied; nor
'1ed he do anything, even though the

MTain walls gape and yawn threateningly,
1%nd the pumps have tu heworked several
11tq1rs daily, tu keep the basernent free
frO1 i water (Arden v. Pullen, 10 M. & W.,
321 ; Keates v. Cadogan, 10 C. B., 591;
G'Ot1 v. Gandy, 2 E. & B., 845 ; Wiltz v.
Mfatthews,152 N. Y., 512 ; Taffe v. Iiarteau,
56 N. y., 398). 'Tis true, that, in New
flatupshire, a couple of years ago, it was

lhijtlat a landiord is liable for injuries
accIîliIIg to his tenants if hie iiegligently
1 Jjlds his house, or carelessly suffers it
tu Continue ini disrepair (Scott v. Simons,
*54 X. H., 426). But theni, a very highi
Amnerican authority tells us that the
dectsions of the Courts of' otlier States
'%re entitled to more weight than those
ofNe% lam pshire (16 A. L. J., 419).

1ýnfoirtunately for the poor tenant hie
ItIu5t continue to pay rent, however
Wre1tched his bouse becomes, unless there

ha4een au error or fraudulent mis-
desceription of the premises, or they are
folun(1 to be uninhabitable throughi the

h gfil act or default of the landord
hil'elf (Lyon v. Oorton, 7 Scott, 537),

afld 1,erhaps evenl then 'Su> puce v. Farns-
UVOr-tlt 7 MI. & G., 576). Even if the fire
fiendl 8Wallowis up the buildin)g, the land-
lord i8 entitied to bis rerît, just as if ai
haf' gone on as merrily as marriage belis,
tltU regular notice to quit lias been
g1ven, and the required time has rolled
,roula1 (Patker v. G'ibbons, 1 Q. B., 421;

P vi V.Payne, 49 Miss. 32). of
VIrthe length of notice required,

depeîids upon the nature of the Ùe-riaticy,
whether it be a yearly oiie, or from
quarter to quarter, month to cnonth, or
week to week :a half-year's or a quar-
ter's, or a moiitli's, or a week's notice
beîng requisite, as the caue may be
(Parry v. Hazeli, 1 Esp., 94: Woodfall,
L. & T. 8 Ed., 174). But even here
J udges differ, and some say that in an
ordinary weekly tenancy a week's notice
to quit is not implied as a part of the
contract, unless there is a special usage
(Huffel v. Armistead, 7 C.P., 56); People
v. Ceolet, 14 Abb. Pr. IJL S., 130). Yet
those who lol<l to this latter view, think
that a reasonable notice is needed (Jones
v. Milis, 10 C. B., N. S. 788). Willes, J.,
oni one occasion said, in a haif frightened
sort of' way as if he knew that he "'as
wrong, that because, in a tenancy from
year to year, only six months' notice is
required, therefore hie could not see how
it, was possible that a tenant from week
to week cotuld be entitled to more than
haif a week's notice (Jbid). One cannot
leave hecause the idea lias possessed bim
thiat the landlord's goods and chattels
are about to be seized for rent (Ricket v.
Tullerk, 6 C. &P., 66), unless express sti-
pulation bias been made to that effect
kBetheli v. Blencome, 3 M. & G., 119).

lIn the case of furnished lodgings al
the rent is deemed to issue out of the
land, none ont of the- tables and chairs,
pots and pans (Newvman v. Anderton, 2
Bos. & P. New R. 2 2 4; Cadogan v. Ken-
net, Cowp., 432).

nhe law will allow a landlord to make
hirnself disagreeable iu many ways, but
ho cannot insi-3t upon locking-up the hall.
(loor at an early hour in the evening ; for
wben he rents his rooma hie impliedly
grants ail that is necessary for their free
use and (I il enjoyment (and that, in the
case of mnost inortals, includes the ube of
the hall an 'd staiî's) whenever required,
and not nierely when be in bis discretion
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