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to enforce bis right of reentry without giving any notice. On appeal,
however, the Court of Appeal (Smiith, Williams, and Ramer, Ljj.),
came to a different conclusiun. In the opinion of thaf Court a
covenant not ta assign or sublet, is only broken by the execution
of a legal assignment or sub-Iease, and a mere equitable assign-
ment is flot a breach; furt-hermore, iii order- ýo entitie the-plaintiff'
ta recaver on the ground that the execution of an assign ment for
the benefit of creditors %vorked a forfeiture, it was necessary for
î8iîrnSO c. 17,s.1,sbsz, n notice ta the I es, udrteCnyancig for,
him ta give C 7, .1, u-. ) n notice t the leee"udrteonyancign Actr

credtor wa no a otie t th Illessee » and was insufficient.
The contention of the plaintiff that notice ta the lessee wvas unnecess-
ary was met by Ramer, L.J., by the observation that notwithstafldinig
the assignnment, the lessee continued to have anl interest in the prem-
ises, not onlyonerously but beneficially, in the first place in the result-
ing trust, and in the second place, as trustee of the Ieasehold hie
would be entitled ta retain the lease as an indemnity against any
breach of cavenant, and besides was the only defendant iii the
action.

INSURANGE <M4ARINE)-POLîCv ON 8H!?-"t F'URNITURE" ON BN!?, bliANINQ OF.

Ini H<'gart/t v. Wa/ker (i900) 2 Q.B. 283, the Court of Appeal
(Smnith, Williams, and Ramner, L.JJ.) have afflrmed the judgment
of Bigham, J., (z8qq) 2 Q.B. 401, (noted anite vol, 35, p. 68Q) ta the
effect that certain mats and cloths used upan a ship for the proper
carniage of a certain kind of cargo, were properly %vithin the terni

t of I furniture " of the ship in a palicy of insurance, although at the
time of the loss of the ship, it was flot engaged in the carrnage of a
cargo requiring the use of such cloths and mats and whîch were
not in fact then in use, but stcwed'away in the fore peak.

OON#TRAOT-IMdPossIILTY OF PERFOR14ANCF,-1MPLidto CONDITION- M RABUREF OF DAMAGES.
Nickoll v. Aslitoft (1900) 2 Q.B. 298, was ail action brought to

recover damages for breach of a corntract, By the contract in
question, made in October t899, the defendants sold to the

plaintifti a cargo of cottoni seed to be shipped at certain Egyptian
ports during the montli of january, i9oD, per steains'hip Orlando,
and ta be delivered ta the plaintifs in the United Kingdom., The
contract provlded that Ilin case of prohibition of export, blockade,


