
286Canada Lawt jou~rnal

conclusive, and we sbotild doubt wbether, notwithstanding sucb
discontinuanre. another debenture holder might flot, on application,
be allowed to ntervene and continue the prosecution of the
action.

CHà%RITY-GirT FOR BENEFIT OF I!%STITON-INSTIT-TIE ERECTED FOR 'ENFRAL

BENEFIT OF INUABITANTS-USE FOR PURPOSES NOT STRICTLY CHARITABLE-

GENErAL CHARITABLE INTENTION.

In b re Mlftpii, Hardi- v. Aitiorny-General (1903' 1 CCh. 232, was
an application by the executors of a deceased lad% for the purpose
of determining whether a bequest Of 3.ow took efl'ect. The

sum in question %vas bequeathed to trustee-i to be applied at their
discretion for the bencfit of the Mann Institute. This institution
bad bern cected bv the tcstatrix in her lifétime for the general
benefit of the inhabitants of the place 'ibere it wvas erected. The
building had never becn conveved to trustees. for had an%
charitable trust thereof been created, and it remained in the

testatrix's own control at the time of her death. The buildjing
had heen partlv used for recreation, part was let at a nominal
rent for -orkii-inen's clubs, and part used for concert halls,
lectures and religious and other meetings, and there were also bc-d-
rooms used for convalescents- The institute had devolved upon
the residuarv devisees named iii the will, and it wvas contended
that no charitable purpose could be inferred from ihe way in
wvhich it had been used, because those purposes werc not

j charitable, and that the gift was to the building which could not
now be used for charitable purposes without the consent of the

14- trustees. But Farwell, J., thought that although the institute could
2 not be used in the wvay it had been iii the testatrix's lifetime without
- the consent of the residuary devisees, the wilI indicated that the

£3,00o was intended not for the building but for the purposes for
which the institute had been founded, for the general benefit of the
inhabitants, and that that was a good charitable purpose, and he

directed a scheme to be frarned for the application of the
fund.

PARtTUERtSHIP-ASIGNUENT 0p SHAREx-AGREEmENT TO PAY SALARIES TO PAR r-

NELR-PARTNERSHip ACT, 1890 (53 & 54 VIC'r. c. 39 &s. 24. 31.

LIn re Garwood, Garwood v. PaYP fer (1903) 1 Ch. 236, was a

.A. case which turned on the provisions of the Partnership Act, s. 31,

which regulates the rights of assignees of individual partners. It


