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the end of the third, seventb, or fourteenth vear af the terni, on
givig six monthii' previous notice, and paying ail rent, and
obeerving ail covenante; and that upon such notice the terni 6bould
cease without prejudice to the remedies of either party in respect
~,i any antecedent bi,*ch of covenant. The Iemm conteined the
ususi covenant by the Ies.ee to repair and deli ver u,- n good and
âubstantial repe.ir. Under the provision ini the lease the de-
fendants gave notice six mrnths prior to the end'of the seventh
year of the terni of their intention to terminate the lease. At the
time the notice was given the demised premises were out of repair,
and the lesbees commenced repa-.:. shortly befoe, and completed
theni a few days after, the date for the determination of the lease.
Neville, J., who tried the aotion, held that the performance J' the
covenant to repair was a condlition precedent to gixing the notice,
and that the lessees being in default in respect of their covenant
to repair, the nctice was invalid, and the Jesse was stili subsisting,
notwithstanding the qualifying words " without prejudice, &c.

VENDOR AND Pt'RCH, ASER--GROU.ND RENTS-CONTRAM-T-CON-
STlUC':10O, - MIISDFSCRIPIN - Bx&CîSSION - "MýISSITATE-
MEN"' OR ERROR EN DE-SCRIPTION 0F PRF2LI5ES.'ý

Lee v. Rayson (1917) 1 Ch. 613. This was an action by en
îrnrchaser of land for a rescission of the contract on the ground of
iîiatWral misrepresentation 9.1 to the property agreed to bc sold.
By the agreement in question 'the vendor agreed to sel] J3 ficehold
Fouses let on six leases for a terni of 99 y2ars at ground rents
arounting in the r.ggregate to £72. One pair of houses were
deserihed as rpnted at one entire rent of £1:0.Each of the
ncxt four pairs at one rent of £11 aud the st three at one rent
of £16:10:0. The titie shown wus for ii boumes rented at £5:10:0.
each; and one at £6. The' contract coutained a provision thst
if there be "any misstatement or error in the description of the
prerpises " no compensation Bhould be allowed, or the sale annulled.
Eve, J., who tried the action, held that the proparty which the
vendor offered to convey was substantially different froni that
which he had contracted to oel, and that the claure providing as
to misstaternents did not apply and the purchaser was entitled
to a rescimson of the contract, and a ceturr. of bis deposit.

PowEIR OF APPOINTMKN-SPECIAL POWVER TO APPOINT BT WILL,--

DONER, WITH ITALIAX DomiciLE-ExERcisr? oi POWER ni'

UNATTESTED WILL-CGNPLICT .0E LAWli,-WILL8S ACT 1837
-(i Vicr. c. 26) ss. 9, 10, 27-(R.S.O. 1914, c. 120, as. 12, 13,
30).

In Re Wilkinson, Biler v. Wilkimson (1917) 1 Ch t)21). This


