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bas to be rebutted by other rircumnstances; but ail the circumnstan-
ces are to be considered, and an inference drawn from them as a
whole, without attributing a ny undue weight to any one of thorn.
He also beld that on the évidence in this case a partnershîp was
proveýl. It appeared thal- the ýartners were tenants in corilmon of
certain property on which they borrowved rnoney, which they
expended'iii adding a part of the mortgaged property, to the
adjoining workshops on which the partnership business wvas
carriedl on, but it was held that this expenditure had flot the
effect of making the premnises so added partnership property so
as to descend as personalty on the death of one of the partners.

Poviî:i-GwNZRAL IPONER 0F Ailîî'oNitENT--Excitcsi, OF ioWE.R 1my wU-E
me A I'POflmTEs lllORS 'I'EsTAI OR- DVOLiT ION OF APPI'1NTIhD 1.OPERI.Y.

In Coxeft v. Rowland, (1894) 1 Ch- 406, a te'tatrix having a
generat pover of appointment over certain real estate gave ail
the real estate which she rnight be possessed of or entitled to, or
of which, by virtue of any powver, she was co-mpetent to dispose,
"iiirmanner following"; and then after certain specific devises, in
which she treated the property devised as her own, she gave the
property which wvas the subject of the power to hier husbarid,
and also rhade him residuary devisee and legatee. Her husband
predeceased hier. The question then arose how the propert\-.
thie subject of the powver, should devolve. Stirling, J., was of"
opinion that she had indicated hier intention that the powpr
shotild be exercised, and that the property subject to it should be
deetued hers for ail purposes, and consequently wvent to lier hieirs
,ad flot as on defauit of appointment. The effect of this decision
xvas somnewhat curious, as in default of appointinent ilhe property
would have gone to the heirs of the husband.

Co~is--NTKtE.Çr ~--ùuMNîsAci-, 1838 (1 & 2 \"cl'., C. 110), S.
k'. 67, 1.;-Ol> MAI., RR- 14, 16 (ONT. RUr.S 891 ; ONI. Jiii Acir, s. 88).

In Taylor v. Roe, (1894) 1 Ch. 413, Stirling, J., decicded that
-as under the judgtnents Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vict., c- 1îo)-(see

RSOc. 67, s- i0), an interlocutory order for paynient of costs
is to be deemed a judgrnent, therefore the costs bear interest frorn
the date of the order. (See Ont. Rule 891 ; Ont. Jud. Act, s. 88.)


