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~ J formed between the plaintif? and the defendants. The plaintiff

partnership was carried on, there was iîo express agreement fora
tevanc the ole o ners of the prenises , butr the usies pfrt-
vided that all rents were t0 be paid out off the, profita off the

t partnership before, division. The owner of the preinisea brought
an action in 1907 against hier co-partners for an account, and

iÏ pending the action. she died in 1911, and the action was con-
tinued by hier representatives, and the question arase, as to
whether or not the partnership was liable for rent off the pre-
mises in question, and Neville, J., hield that there wvas an iinplied
tenancy of the premises by the partnership during the continu-
ance off thc partnership, and, therefore, that the partniersliip was
liable for thec reîit up to the time off the dissolution off the
partnership.

'WILL - (JONSTnVCTION -VE13TING GIFT TO CI[LDRIEN AT 23-
te REMOTENESS.

rc, r, I>ub Pflie Triistee v. .1labcy (1912) 1 Ch. 693. lui
this case a wiIl off a testatrix devised and bequeathed lier pro.

h perty to trustees on trust to pay the ineome to lier daughter
Maria for life, "and after the death off the said Maria...
in trust for ail or any off the children or chuld off the said Maria
who shahl be living at hier d&ath, and bcing a son or sons slvý1
attain the age off twenty-three years or survive the surv vor off
nie andi the said Maria for the period off twenty-one years, or
beîag a daugliter Qr daughiter. shall attain tbe ae off twenty-
three years or marry, and if more than onîe in equal shares.'
There were provisions enabling thec trustees to inake advance-
ments out off the expectant or contingent, presumuiptive, or vested
legacy or share off any grandchuld for his or lier maintenance,
education, or beriefit. The daughter Mlaria survived the testatrix

and lied two children, a son and daughiter, bath off whom attaiinedLÀ twernty-three. A suînmons xwas talzen out by the trustee to deter-
mnine whetber the legacies to the grandchildren we:-e valid, and
Parker, J., hehd flhat they were not, being wvid for renoteness,
because the gift to thio grandchuldrcnl were not ves4ted, but con-
tingent on 4ome off the claps attaining twcf.nty.-three.

PRINCIPAL AND StJRETY-SURETY FOR SERVANT-,ON-DlSClOSU.~
11~ TO SURETY 0F PRZVIOUS DISHONESTY 0F SERVANT-IMPLISD

REPRESENTATION AS TO HONESTY 0F SERVANT-MATERIAL FACT

OMISSION TO DISCLOSE.

London Gencral Oninibius Co. v. Hollowau (1912) 2 K,13 72.
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