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rest of the shares, but the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R.,and Eady, and Phillimore, L.JJ.) did not agree with him and
COnsidered that the right of the trustees to, postpone conversion
ought flot to prevail as against the right of a beneficiary abso-
lutely entitled. The application was, therefore, granted.

TENANT FOR LIFE AND nEMAINDERMAN-CAPITAL OR INCOME-
POSTPONEMENT 0F CLAIMS FOR PRINCIPAL-SOHEME 0F
ARRANGEMENT-PARTIAL PAYMENT 0F INTEREST.

In re Penningto1b, PenniHgton v. Pennington (1914) 1 Ch.203. This was a contest between a tenant for if e an.d remainder-
man. The faets were that residuary estate was given to trus-
tees upon trust for the testator's two sons -for life with remain-
der to their respective chuldren, with power to the trustees toretain the securities in which the estate was invested. The tes-tator declared that the income, whether the retained investments
were authorized or not, and whether of a permanent or wasting
character, should be applied "as if the same were ineome arising
from. the proceeds of conversion, no part thereof being hiable to
be retained as capital. " Part of the estate consisted of deben-
turcs guaranteed by a guarantee society, on which the principal
and interest were in default, and the guarantce society was
being wound up. In the winding up proeeedings a seheme ofarrangement had been sanctioned under which the time for the
payment of the dlaims of the creditors wcre postponed until 3lst
December, 1918, and in the meantime the liquidators were topay or make up the interest on such claims to 3 per cent. per
aninum. The question was whether the interest should, in the
eircumstances, be apportioned between. capital and interest orwhether the tenants for hife were entitled to, the whole of it as
income. Joyce, J., held in favour of apportionment, but the
'Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Eady, and Phillimore,L.j*) however, were of the contrary opinion, and heid that the
tenants for hife alone were entithed.

LANDLORD AND TENANT-DEMISE 0F Rom-RiGHT TO OUTSIDE
WALL--EVIDENÇE.

Goldfoot v. -Welch (1914) 1 Ch. 213. -This was an action by atenant of the r<>o~ms on the first and second floors of a house to
restrain his landiord from affixing advertisements of Lipton 'stea on the outside walls of the demised premises. The rooms in


