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appealed to the Full Court. The evidence was that he lived with hic wife
upot, a property in the village that was assessed on the last revised auseis-

-4 ment roll, iii the-nane-Mrs.-Garrett ai oiwner at-$6oo, that- Mr. Garrett%.s
J ll.aItie %vas addecl in the roll in respect of the property uncler the heading

Trenant or Occupant, and that M'vrs. Gai 1ett had a certificate of titie under
the Real Propýýrty Act for the property, which appeared to be encinm-
bered by fliortgages to the extent of $55o. He had no other property
quilification.

Nr/ed, that appellatit, was nôt, at the tirne of ele'flion, the owner of
fruchold or leasehold, or partly freehold and partly leasehold, real estate
ratccl hi his name on the lait revised as9,esstuent roll of the village to the
aiottnt of $500 over and above ail charges, liens and encumbrances affect-
in the sanie, as required by said s. 51 land was therefore not qualified.

:ieldisrnissedi with costs.
7lzylor, for petitioner. E wart, Q. C., for appellant.

Rhards, J]SUTrHERLAND il. [OTI.Xtne 13.

&:~/w/ift Tnants Act, le.S.Atf , c. / 12-Pracit-Dematid in wifing
sù~,ed-&'rrkeof copies noi aftnexed Io notice, unfr s. S--Pre/imin-

(1fly objections.

lun this proceeding under the OvtLrhoiditig Tenants Act, R. S. M., c.
i cthe leniand in writing served by the landlord under s- 3 of the Act

requiring the tenants ta go out of possession, %vis unsigned, but waL4 other-
%%>( ufficient in forni. When it was rerved its purport was verbally

ýcxjAined to the tenants who were told that it was front the latndlord's agent,
atu! mne of then then went to see the latter about it.

Ifc/d, following Aforgiin v. Le'ech, 10 M. & NN. 558- tdut the dernand
wll sifflicient -tnder the circunistai:ces though unisigned.

I uring ti..a hearing it %vas olhjectedI that the copies served with the
noticv of the application, as required b>' s. 5, were tnt aninexed to the
W IhUic.

/b'///. that delivery of the copies with the nlotice was probably sufficient
(u()Inllliatite wîth the Act, but at ainv rate the objection should have been

as a îteliminary objection. Oni the nicrits, the learned judge held
tho~t the landlord was entitled to an arder for possession.

IPWison, for landlord. Bonnar, for tenants.

l,'i;i Court.] Dx N MKM\. tiune 131.

[titerplender issue in County Court to determine claini of defondan.
thI1t. the building seizcd in August, 1$8, utider exe(:utiosi wasexempt under


