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MEROER-TENMNCY IN' COMMON-JL'XNT TENANUV.

Iti re Se/ou", Thomson v. .Se/ous (1901) 1 ChI. 92 1. Farwell,J.
held that where an equitable estate as tenants in common vests in
persons entitled to an equal anfd co-extensive legal estate as joint
tenants, there is a merger of the equitable estate i the legal estate.
ITwo or more persons cannot be trustees for themnsclves for an

estatc co-extensive with their legal estate."

GIFT TO ?4AINTAIN TONIB " FOR T111 LO.NOE.sTr VIeRI101 ALLOWE1) 1V LAW V-

PL:RPrTUITY - UNCFRT,%IN'V.

In re .44 oope, Prior v. Aloore (1901) 1 Ch. 936, is at case whlich
has already been referred to (sec ante, p). 258). As already stated
there, a testatrix had bequcathcd a sumn of înoney to trustecs UpOfl

trust to apply the dividends to maintaining a tomnb "'for the lon<reqt
period allowed b>' lav-that is to, say, until the period of twenty-
onc ycars from the death of the last survivor of ail I)ci-rois who
shall bc living at iny death," and as alreacly statccl, the bcquest
wvas held voici for uncertaint:, as to, its duration.

WIL-Cs~rt'Txo-AsoLTEGIFr, OR ESTATE FOR LIFF %%I'TH rUý,\\ER ru

A PPOI NT.

lit re Saiioid, Sadadv. Santdjord (igoî) i Ch. 939, a
te.-ýtator gave ail his property to Ibis %vife Il so that ,he înay have
full possession of it and entire powecr and control over it, to dcal
with it or act with regard to it as she may think lnoper.'' In the
event of hier dying Il îithout having devised or appoitnted " then lie
made another disposition of it. Joyce, J> , eld that the wifc only
took an estate for hife with a general poiver of appointrnent, and
that sIh.. having died without rnaking any disposition the gift çover
took effect,

COOVEYANCE-CONSTRCCT1ON-CGIIANT "I5 N -CsrvsînANI> IO-
PERTV ACT, 1881 (44 &45 VWT., C. 4), s 5 î-(R.S.O, c. 119, N 4).

In re Etliel & fitcle//(i9oî) i Ch. 945. In this case joy-c,j.,
appears to have put a somcwhat narroiv and technical canstruction
upon the ConveyancingAct, 1881, s. 51, (sec R.S.O. c. i i, s. 4*.( t
A deed hadi been mnade, habendum to the gratntee "in fee," and 1,e
held that the absence of the word II simple' " was a fatal omission,
and that the deed did flot pass the foc simple. One wvould hiave
thought that s. 63 of the Act (sec R-S.O. c. 119, S. 4 (3)) W'oud


