
j.- 110 suficient amîbiguity to leadl to the rejaction o-f thlem On
ihe groiind that they are not part of the cOmaplainit.

Question 3 mnust also be answered in the affirniative in
tliis partieular case. In a case of a notice defeotive in sonie
m~aterial respect, e.g., unsigned, whieh renders, it valueless
as a foundation for the procee-dinga, whielh the Judge is
authorized to ta-ke upon receipt by the clerk of a notice in
ýcon1forxnity to the Act, there is no0 jurisdiction to amend;
but, assuming the notice a.nd lists to be properly before a

~Judge, a xnisnomrer or plain mistake ini description ýand1 rany
othier Jike errors xnay be ameuded.
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