
ýr ýt7 ý c

224 Canada Law jou~rna.

WILL-CONSTRUCTIoN.-PERUo)OFo ASCERTAINIXG cLABs-GIPr TO CLAS-

RENIOTENIC8S-PEL'E§TUTY.

In re Poiwe'// C'rcss/and v. Ho//idlay (1898) 1 Ch. 227, thf,
construction of a will wa-, in question; the testatar directed
his trustees ta pay the incarne of his personal estate to the
children of his sister in equal shares during their lives, and
after their deaths ta divide the share equally between their
children. The testatar's sister survived him, and the question
was whether the gif t iii favaur of her children's children was
void for remoteness; and Kekewich, J,, held that the gif t ta
the children of the testator's sister was confined ta children
born at the date of the testatar's death, and that the gift aver
ta their children was cansequently valid.

TENANT FOR LIFE-LEASCHOLD -REPARS - COVENANTs-REN4T -REA

DERMAN.

In rc Toifison, Tomiuson v. Andrew (18981 1 Ch. 232, deals
with a question recently up for cansideratian in Pât/erson v.
Central Canadar L. & S. Co. befare the Di-visianal Court (Bayd,
C., and Robertson, J.), viz., the liability of a tenant far life
for repairs. In this case the tenant for life was entitledl ta
leaseholds under a bequest thereof contained in a will, which
did not expressly fetter the bequest with any abligation on
the part of the tenant for life ta assume th,2 covenants or
obligations itnposed by the lease under which the premises
were held by the testator, The lease contained the usual
covenants ta repair, and pay rent, etc., and Kekewich, J., lield
that as between the tenant for life and the remainderman,
the former was urider no obligation by accepting the bequest,
ta perform. any of the covenants in the lease, and that that
obligation rested on the testator's estate.

TRADE UNION -M ALIC-oUSLY INDUCINO EMPLOYER TO DtS.CHARG'E SERVAN'T

ANI) NOT TO ENIPLOY H[MAANMLE-ANM ABsgt' INJ(IAi,.

All/en v. Flood (1898) A.C. i, rnay confidently be regardcd
as a very important decisian, and judging from the evident
care and deliberation it lias received, it wvas obviously 1-t -çarded
as such by the House of Lards. The case was known in the
Court below as Flood v. Jackson, and the decisian of the Court
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