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the same transaction, and the question arose as to whether
a set-off of COStS of one action against those in the other rnlight
be ordered notwithstanding the existence cf the solicitors' lien.
Young.'r. J., held that under F~uie 989 hie had a discretien. andi
inasmuch -.s the dlaim. in one action might have been set up
1wv way of counterlim in the other. it ought te he allowed ind
be se ordereci.

APPOINT.EN-DiVIDEÇDS-I)Eç'L.&Èt-TIo)N )F DIVIDEND Â,FTFR

DEATE 0F TENANT FOR LIFE-TEN-.N-T FrOR LIFE AND
REMA.NDERMAN,-APPORTIONMYEXT ACT 1879) (3.3-34 VICT.

c. 35) ss. 2, 5--( 'R.S.O., c. 156, ss. 2, 3, 4)t.
In re M1uirhéad. .1luirhead v. Hill (1916) 2 Ch. 181. After

the death in Juiv. 191.5, of a tenant for life cf certain shares in
" raiiway Company, the Company in Septeinher. 191.5, deciared
a dividend on such shares for tie Ljaif year prereding Jurip
30, 19!5. and it 'vas held by Eve, J., that the apportioanment
Act. 1870 <.sec RLS.O. 1.56, ss. 2, 3, 4) applied ani that the
personal representative of the deceased Ienan' for life 'vas
entitli d te the who]e cf these dividends. As un(ier the Appor-
tionment Act the tenant fo- life 'vas entitied to th, iividends
accrueti or to accrue dl<wn o)the date of her death in I.\i,
1915, and the renlain(lerrnan to those w hich shouid sL
sequentlv accrue, andi tli, mere fart that the, dividends were
net ac-,uall- dec1ared uintil after the dcath cf the tenant for
life 'vas heid niot to deft-at lier rÎght.

VENDOR A-,D PUltC1IA'SIlR SPECIFIC EFRMNE ('Na-
(,ONT.AINFD INLETE UîSQET <)Rs'NÙN(

NOT AM('Y.NTIN; TO A NEW t<>NTRACI.

I>erry v. Suffi,1ds ( 1916) 2 Ch. 187. This wsani action
for the specific performance of a contract for the sale of land.
l'le contract, ias containeti in letters, and after a comnplote
contract, lad been arrived at by letters, the parties continucti
correspondence on which the purchaser relied as affording
evidence that there had been no compieted contract between
the parties. Lui ýSarg:int. J., hield, anti the Court of Appeai
(Lord ('zîs1a<v M. R.. Pickford. 1-., .and Neville, J.)

agree<t w iflh him, that wvIwre there is a complete enit ract,
àrrived at Lv letter, anv subseqjuent correspond"neo-ý nlot
aîneunting to a new contract cannot, 'vitheut, tht' Consent of
hoth parties, get rid of the cont.raet which thev Lave alreativ
madie.
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