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notice; and, if he had been, he would not have done more than heactuallY did.
The sale took Piaee on the 15th July, 1910. The plaintifÉ re-Diained n1 Occupation of the office with some books, papers, etc.On or about the 18th -August, the plaintiff went away from -Ber-lin with his Wife) temporarily, leaving bis house locked up. On

the evelling of the 18th August, the defendant Zuber fonnd theOffIee door uniocked; and on the 19th he sent his co-defendants,
'Who weut into the office, through the front door, unlocked, as Ihave said, and earefullY and prudently gathered the books,Papers, etc., Put them into boxes, etc., -and took them to the
PlaiÙtiff'Ei house. Finding that place locked up and no one in,they left the gpods on the verandah of the house, the plaintiffadmittedlY having no other bouse or place of business. The
Plantiff làme home some days after this occurrenee, and foundthat %'Me of his papers had been scattered by the wind--one
aPParently lost. The damage, however, is trifling, and I assessthat at $10--to which sum, with Division Court costs, with a
set--Off Of -High Court costs, the plaintiff will bc entitled, if he
's ent'tIed to anything.1 But the defendants coxùend that he la not entitled to judg-
ment at ail.

It has been saidthat a tenant may redeem or procure one toýedeeIn for hira. Coote, 7th ed., p. 714. And any one ýwhd hasthe right to redeem à entitled to -notice of exereise of powersale: Re Abbott auci Medeau, 2o oýR. 299.
tnt it has not been held that an occupant like the plain'tîfr-

even if ý the faet is as 1 find it is not, that he was the tenant in the
from -AP'ril, 1909, to April, 1910, and therealter rle-

n'a"ed in Possession as a tenant whose term had expired-hasa
tOýredeem. Re was, not entitied to notiee of the exereise

Of Pýwer of sale, Nor. had he any right to have his 90ods uponthe Prellises of the defendant Zuber. The defendant Zuber eanAYail hinUelf of the time-honoured plea io this action for tres-
P"", that the goods were iwumbering bis propeAy, "where'aPOnthe defelld4nt took the said goods and removed them Io a ameand

?"Onvenient. distance and there left the same for the plain-tiff B'.1Lae, doing no more than was neceuary for th&t purpose
leu & Leake'so Preeedents in Pleadin-98, 3rd ed., pp, 799, 800.
So fu, 1 bAd no doubt at the trial, but I reserved judgment

'oý Consider whether ,h.t ýaA done with the géods by the. de-fendý5Mts =$'Wereilall the requirements of the law in ýhat regard.
ýMy doubtiR àgft been Xemoved. It seems that a rm 8,1, Yen

î4epuwe. Street, is justifiable - Ackland V. Lutle 9 &


