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lost through the neglîgence of the defendants' servants. Walton, J.,
gave judgment for the plaintiffs, and the Court of Appeal (Lord
Alverstone, C. J., Collins, M. R., and Romer, L. J.,) affirmed his
decision on the ground that where a clause in a contract, such as
that in question, is capable of two constructions, one of which wjl!
make it applicable where «there is no negligence on the part of the
carrier or his servants, and the other will make it applicable where
there is such negligence, the latter construction is flot to be
adopted unless there be special words clearly making the clause
cover non-liability in case of negligence.

LANDLORD AND TENANT - CONSTRUCTION - AGRERMENT FOR TENANCY AT
YEARLV RENT-THREE NIONTHS' NOTICE EXPI RATION 0F NOTICE.

Dixo, v. Bradford & D. Rj'. .Supp/y Society (i9o4j 1 K. B. 444,
was an action by a landlord for rent. The tenancy wvas created
by agreement whereby the premises mere let to the defendants at
" £25 per ani. from i October, 1894; the tenant to pa), rates and
taxes in addition ; three monthis' notice on either side to terminate
thîs agreement." On 2ýj Sept., 1902, defendants gave notice t
quit and they' %vent out of possession before the end of 1902. The
rent had been paid quarterly, and plaintiffs, notwithstanding the
defendants hiad quitted possession, claimed relit for the quarter
endin1g 31 March, 19D3. The Count), Court judge who tried the
action dismissedi it on the -round that the tenancy hiad been duly
dctcýirmiincd. The Divisional Court (Lord Alverstotie, C. J., and

]cll(',J.,) reversed his decision on the ground that tlue tenancy
wvas a ý,earlyý tenancy and could onlv be tcrîninated by tlhree
rnonths< notice expiring with a year of the teniaicl but for the

cpu..stip)ulation as to threc înonltls' notice, six inontlîs' notice
vouIld have been necessary.

LANOLORD AID TENANT-TENANCY FOR THREF VEARS-- AG-REEMENT TO ['AV
o(T;0;G ---so ORDER BV SANI rARY AUTIIORITY TO RFCONSTRI-CT IORAIN.

Slockdale v. Ascherberg (1904) i K. 1B. 447, was also ani action
b'ctveen lan(llord and tenant. In this case the tenancy w~as for
thrc N-ears, and the tenant hiad agreed to pay, in addition to his
renit "ail outgoings in respect of the premises." Six inonths aftcr
the teninicy had comrnenced, the plaintif xvas notified th'at the
drains oti tîue premises wvere a nuisance, and lie %vas required to
recolistruct them, wvhich lie accordingly did in pursuance of the


