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of opinion of the Bench and the B ar is, that it wiIl, The point was
raised at the trial before Darling, J., (i 899) i Q B. 392 (noted ante
vol. 35, P. 301), but was abandoned before the Court of Appeal.

LANDLORD AND TE£NANT-,'%0TICE To QUIT-YBARLY TrN/ANC-" END OF TH1Z
CURRIUNT V'EAR.'"

Wride v. Ijyer ( i oo) i Q. B, 23, was a case stated by justices
on an application by a landlord to recover possession of the
premises against an overholdîng tenant. The case turr, on the
sufficiency of a notice to quit. The tenant held on a yearly tenancy
froin Lady Day to Lady Day. On 24th March, 1898, the landiord
gave notice to quit "On 24th June, 1898, or at end of your current
,,ear's tenancy. lIt was contended b> the tenant that this wvas
cither a three months'notice to quit on 24th j une, 1898, which was
iot the end of a year of tl a~ tenancy, or else a one day's notice to
quit on 25th March, 1898, whicl, day, it %vas clitirned, wab the enid
of the ycar's tenancy current when the notice was given. Ridley
and Darling, JJ,, thought that the reasonable construction to be
placed on the notice was that it was a notice to quit on the 24th
June, 1898, or the n5th March, i899, andi was therefore sufficient.
The Court preferred to follow .Dae v. Ctillt!ord, 4 D. & R. 2-48, and
Doc v. Smi/b, 5 A & E. 35o, notwithstanding that in Doe v.
MOrP/wzlt, 7 Q.B. 577, Dûe v. Ca/ùjford was declared to bc " bn.-

TROVER -JOINT TORT FRASORS-COMPROMISP OF ACTION AGAINST ONE OF TWO
TORT FHABORS - MONRV RAD AND~ RRCRIVEID, ACTION FOR - WAIVRR -
ACCEPTANCE 0F PART 0F PROCrED OF SALE.

Rtce v. Reed(i900) i Q.B. 54, %vas an action to recover damages
for the tortious conversion of the plaintiff's goods. The facts wvere
soxnewhat peculiar. A person naured Soltau, formerly in the
plaintiff"s employment, had wrongfully sold a large quantity of the
plaintiff's sawdust to the defendant Reed, The plaintiff, having
discovered that Soltau had deposited £i,Soo, part of the proceeds,
ini a bank to his cwn credit, commenced an action against him for
the wvrongful conversion of the sawdust, and in the alternative for
the paymnent of the Li ,Soo as money had and received to the
Plaintiff's use. lIn that action the plaintiff obtained an injunction
against the withdrawal of the £ 1,500 until the tî4rl, and the action
wvas ultimiately compromised on the terms that £1,125 out of the
£,50o shotild bc paid to the plaintiff in settiemient of his clairw
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