
when theyv have indicated the meaning intended by tltor to be giv'en to the Word ccheirs " in1 the preeedithe.TaWodi to be cOstrued to, mean "issueteWord " heirS" in the sentence"hol 
>eithewors next in heirship"I are to, be construed afling the hhheirs at l"w to the realty and the statutorYkmir tthersonaîty: R'eay v. Boulton, 25 Ch. D. 21Ïheirs or next of kii in ach case are to be ascertai1ieCeahOf the person who0se vested share they take.
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EVANS v. JAFFRAY.
D 8 o r ~ f o c u m 1 t,ý - M( t e r a l o f D Ow y i f lnamre ti- of te' oîf-conseuetial Dî8corcî*E eUni<at) of D)OCuent- Reo ctio ucots of

A ný ' a p p e a i b y th e p a n î f f o h r e f M RC.J, ante 29. Pani rI h rc fMR
The plaintiff alle1ged a contrqet of partnership b'hini and the dj.e for the promotion of a, <c<to prch-secertain bicycle Plants, and to carry 0on a,cMu±cturing busnss e, and thiat the defenda,and C. had mnaliciousiY cause'd a breach of the pariî1coiitract; nd thle plaintiff clainied a partnership ne(

and danages for such breach and for conspiracy.It appeared 1ron,~ the examiriation for discovery Cdefendant R., that Le obtain, ,,itRare ns
varions conipanies either in his own nano iteof lhiIseif anid the defendant C., e or i n~ the , nans 1persons; that these agreem i te Rme owards assigned toa censi ori seine of thien, were(ao p&rtyan 

which ms then inlcorpO(na Partyne tf i action). » 1 ~ Týplaintiff alleged that
agemnswere, ini fraud fhsrgtsbtttdvariations for certain d(fhsrgtsbtttdbetween the saine co2npaniesan th Y end nte.edhallegea to he the plaintiif a1t, i h tasctospintiff also alleged that the defendants R. and C.$20,000 to the defendant j. tO induce limx to act with tixlstead of with the plailntiff luthe agernns and if iO1Inpleting the purcha4


