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secondly, that the remedy was by committal and flot by attach-
ment, and that in that case personal service of the notice of motion
%tas necessary As ta the first point, r-ozens-Hardy, J., held that
service of the oarder was unnecessary - but on the second point lie
%vas of opinion that the proper remedy for hreach of an under-
taking, whether positive or negative, is committal, and that personal
service of the notike of motion was necessary, and he refused
the motion, with costs.

POWER OF POUMN x~a OF OE > VL. Fi,)EI2NIs.t

P(ïyv. -I ordern (igoo; i Ch. 492, presents somne features of
sitnilarity to Re Price, notcd ante, P. 3(x), In this case, also, a
duiniciled Frenchwvoman had a power of appointment by will over a
fuind under an English seulement. She macle a will iii F'rance
reriting the pover and purporting to excute it in favour of her
daughiter. the plaintiff. It was contended thit, iinasrnauch as the
tecýtîatrix had married a domiciled Frenchman without a settiernent,
an%, property she was entitled to %vas subject to the French Iatw
as to comity of goods, and therefore that she could flot
dipose of or appoint the fund in question iii fîaý,ur of her
daiughter. Farwell, J., howver, was of opinion that the distinction
between power and property is wcfll settled, and that the ex<ereise
of a power is not a dispositioni of property, and thiat the exercise
or the power wvas in no way a«ected b>' any' disability which the
t>.,,tâtrisx may have been under as to the disposlition of lier own
Pruspert%.
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I n Peinse// v. City qi lrnàdpti (iwcryl. 90) Ch. 496, the
jxett discussed by tlucley, J., %vas whether a notice of breaches
of covenant in a lease given under the Conveyancing & Law~ of
I>wperty Act, i88M, &. 14, (R.S.O. c. 170, s. 13 ( i;), is bad in toto
if it turrns out that. although some of the alleged bartâches bave
ocç,urred, oathers alleged, have not taken place, or that the lessor
iî not entitked to reIy on thein. This point lie determnined in the
ièc'gative, and in doing so distinguishes Iforsey v. Ueirer (tSq 9 )
21 7'9 <.noted ailte, vol. 35, P. 61 ý where the notice he considers

Wazs liek bad, îlot because it incluctec anl alleged breticli, which
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