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conclusion that as the offleial receiver had taken up the posi-
tion of a litigant and appeared and opposed -the application for
the exculpatory order the judge had jurisdiction to order him to

4 pay the costs of that motion: see 129 La-i Times Jour., p. 239.

LAxDLoRD AND TEzSANT-DISTRUSS-EXEMPTION PROM DISTRES-
"O OODS COMPRISED IN RIRE PUJRCUHASE AGREEMENT ""Ps

SESSION ORDER 0R DSPO0ITION-" REPUTED OWNERSBIP "-

GooDS 0F WIPE 0P TENANT TJNDER RIRE PURCHASE AGREEMENT

-DisTRESs AMENDMENT ACT, 1908 (8 EDW. VI I. c. 53), s. 4-
(RSOC. 170, S. 31).

~S'enronev.Freentat (1910) 2 K.B. 84. In this case the
plaintiff sued for the wrongful seizure of goods in distress, on the
grouri that they were exempt under the Distress Amendment
Act, .>908 (8 Edw. VII. c. 53), (see R.S.O., c. 170, s. 31). The
goods in question consisted of a piano let by the plaintiffs to the
wife of the tenant on a hire purchase agreement in consideration
of nionthly paynients and subject to a condition that on default
the plaintifsé niglit retake possession, At the date of the seizure
the monthly payrnents were in arrear. The Engliali Act, w~hile
exeînpting the property of third persons, provîdes that such ex-
emiption is flot to extend to the goods belonging toi the husband
or wife of the tenant, nor to goods comprised in any bill of sale,

r hire purchase agreemnent, or settiement madle by the tenant, nor
t to goods in the order and disposition of the tenant by consent of

the true owner under sucli circumstanccs that the tenant is the
j reputed owiner. The question, therefore, was, iether the piano

wvas within the exception, and the Divisional Court held that it
was not, the piano not being the property of the wife of the

t ' tenant, and not being held by the tenant under a hire purchase
agreement macle hy him.

CAiRRiER-DAxGEROUS GOOoDS-NEOLEcT TO GIVE NOTICE TO CARRIER
0F DANGEROUS CHARACTER 0F GOOS TENDERD-IMPLIRD WAR-
RANTY THAT G0005 TENDERED FOR CARRIAGE ARE NOT D&NGER-
ous--Dtrry 0F CONsiGNoR.

Bamfield v. Goole & ~hfield TranprCo(10)2KB
94. This was an action brought by the plaintiff in lier own riglit
and also as adnainistratrix of ber deeeased husband under the
Fatal Accidents Act to recover damages personally to herseif,
and also pecuniary damages sustained by the deatli of lier lins.

.4..>,. .band in the following circumstances. The liuvband wag owner


