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but obtained and executad tailoring orders ini Kiddorininstor.
The County Court Judge, who tried the action, held that the
covemant w'us xvider titan was reasonably neco8sary for the pro-
tertion of the plaintiff's business, anid that it ivas flot severable,
and hie dismissed thc action, but a Diisional Court (Bajihachie
and Sankey, JJ.) roverped his dlocision, being of the opinion
that though the covenant was too wide it was nevertholess se ver-
able and confined to the trade or businrps of a tailor, it might be
enforeed, and an injunetion was accordinglv granted restricted fi)
tho tailoring trade. The Observations of Lord Moulton in Mnïo n
v. Provident Cloîhing & S. Co. (1913), A.C. 724, 745, as to the non-
severahility of such rovenante -ý-re considered but not coneurrcd ini.

LANDLORD MND TEATTNNYDETEffMINED) BY NOTIc1ý 1-o
àQ'XUIT FQl»'FNT TE., R 0F tENT1-ACEVA, BY LAN-

LORI) OTIIFRWISL: THAN AS IFlç-W.iIVL;R 0FINOTICE.
W-4ici d.fla er (1920) 2 K.B. 161. This %vas an action )»%

a landiord to remover po ss(,iion froni tit allp.4ei overhoiding
tenaint. The deMondant had )«n sere tl î not-icv to quit, but
lîad refueed to leaN-e on the expiry oft fei notice but teîîdered to
t-hi landlord rent. Thtis the plaintifT refusedý( to acce)t it as reit,
bu' retaine1 the nxoney for fndrtsocrnition of thxe rîIs.
sa insisted ffhat lie should go out. Trhe comntv C~ourt Juilge
hield that the retention b% the landiord of the iumutrit tendervil
asq rent operated as a mwaiver of the notice to quit and (I iîs.

kthe acttion, and on appéal a Divisional Court (Baihuethe andl
j; gankev, MJ.) tnfflrnned his decision ffntsîdo(ring tlic Point cou-

clsielv settled bv Croft v. Litmit (IS555) :) E. & B. fS, ils.
where it Nvaq held 1wv the flouse of Lorwds that a Laniord in sueli
rireunifitanves tould not ret.nin înonev tetiudered as rouit for in v
ot.her Ipurlorse Niou aiing A notice to quit.

-( ODITIN PfF&MENT TO RIT OF AT0-AtutAl'

Eaýglt4uu7i v. .le1.sa(1920) 2 K.B. loi). Thsw ui
action on a building eontraet, whiech inter alle 1, vited t1mut Llhe

* ~certifieate of thec arehiteet is a condition pcento to e flcon-
17. traetor's right of action agnitist the enxpflover'* and also thaýt "the

arehiti-et is to lyo sole arhitrator or. umpire hctwcen flicth emuployer
i»nd the corîtractor, tini is to detcrmio any question, dispute, orIf difTenŽnce that niav arise vit-her during the pro"t~s of the work, or
i determinitig the value of anv variation that nuay b made i

the work eontract«I for, andtheli certifieatt, of the arehiteet's
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