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dations mentioned in> a schedule annexed to the notice. The
schedule indicated under general headings, repairs whieh were re-
quired to be done to ail of the houses, and in a few instances
specified repairs required to be riade to particular bouses. In
some instances it required the Iessee to examine and repair speci-

fidparts of the houses, and the schedule ccncluded, "and note
t that the completion of the items mentioned in this sehedule dom

not excuse the execution of other repairs if found necessary."
The Divisional Court (Avory and Luali, JJ.) considered the noti"'e

to enable him to ascertain the breaches of covenant of which the
!essor complained and that the fact that the notice required the
lessee to do repairs which lie miglit flot be liable to do under his
covenants: and the general clause at the end of the schedule did
not invalidate the notice, inasmucli as the Iessee was only to com-
ply with the repairing covenants and flot. necessarily with the
tenus of the notice and the dlaim at the end, not specifving any,
breaches, was of no0 effeet. The Court, o! Appeal <(Buckley and
Kennedy, L.JJ., Williams, L.J.. dissenting) heki that the notice
was a suffcient compliance with the Act, s. 14(1)ý-(see R.S.O.
c. 155, s. 20(2)) and disrnissed the appeal, but Williarns L.J.,
thoughit the nonc(e was flot sufficiently specifie, and wvas flot a
specification of ',the pn-ticular hreach " complained of, as required
by the Act.

DiSTriss-ExEmp-rîoçs--CooDs 0F STRANC.ER-GOODS COM-
PRISED 12N HYRE PURCHASE &GREEmENT-LAw 0F DISTRESb
AMENDMENT ACT, 1908 (8 En)w. VII., c. 53), s. 4(H
LANDLORD &ND TENANTS ACT (11.S.O. C. 155), S. 3 1.)

Jaiu's v. Brand (1914) 2 K.B. 132. This was an action for
an ihlIegal distress, t1-A facts being, that the plaintiffs had ]et te
one Bray, the tenant of a fiat, a quantity of furniture under a
hire-purchase agreement, which provided: "If the hirer does
not dulv ywrforrn and observe thhr agreement the saine shah!

ipurs agrb eemnad, dandîn ah hretrn hlfothwil goos, n

possncaoe nsessfouoltelanea tein retae rossessio. hee ncx

day the handiordlof the flat distraiî.ed for the rent thereof and
teck the goods in di4tress. The plaintiffs clainied that, w; before


