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mis-plaintiff for the latter’sto theagent therefore accountablewas
the new.would not affectassuming prior insurancein that thetake

afault. He wasdefendant’sagent’s inquireto is theThe failure
issuing policies.inthe defendantgeneral fully representingagent,

customary (Federalonly ismight do not whatobtainingIn hebusiness
alsocited),and cases but483, 485,N. H.Sydeman,Ins. v. 82&c. Co.

undeniablyHe wasreasonably incidental thereto.whatever was
part andto do wasacting he undertookfor the defendant. What

by it. If actualplacing insuranceparcel negotiationsof forthe
undertakingauthority Ifis. hisauthority shown, apparentnotis

agencywith hisplaintiff, it was consistentwas also a service for the
duty.incompatibility (Ib., 484).ofand led to nofor the defendant

Judgment plaintiff.thefor

the others concurred.Woodbury, JJ.,and did not sit:Branch
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plaintiff.for the(Mr. orally),ConnorHurley Connor&

for the defendants.(Mr. orally),Saidel& SaidelO’Connor

of a tenementgeneral rule that the ownerMarble, J. It is the
inlight stairways hisobligation to the retainedbuilding under nois

expressly oruse of his tenants unless he hasthe commoncontrol for
byduty imposed statute.do or unless that isagreed to soimpliedly

cited.170,84 N. H. and casesChase,Hawes v.
requires such serviceHampshirein whichNewThere is no statute

agreedthat the defendantspresent case to indicatenothing in theand
contrary. Thethequiteis toIndeed, the evidenceit.to render

278,2 K. B. whereHuggett Miers,that of v. [1908]unlikecase is not
any implication“distinctly negativefacts284) that the(p.it is said

staircase, because eachlightto thehad undertakenlandlordthat the
impossibleit “to inferlanding” and that ishis ownlightedtenant

anyby invitation of a tenantusing the staircasepersonain favor of
tenants . . .to do what thepart of the landlordunderstanding on the

themselves.”do forundertook to
ato exist defective“allowedthat the defendantscontentionThe

byoutdangerous trap” is not bornein aresultedwhichcondition
dangers may encoun-special beConceding that wherethe record.

maylandlordconstruction, aordefective unusualoftered because
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lighted,required only proper lights keepnot install but to thembe to
theany pitfallwe find of defect connected withhere no evidence or

steps landings, photographsor rails or and the which were introduced
plainly typicalas exhibits tenement-house construction.show

Judgments the defendants.for

All concurred.
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