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property rf the corporation" were a charge on land withjn the
meaning ofthe Mortmain Act (9 Gea. IL., c. 36), s- 3. N'orthi,
decided this question ini the negative, holding that a charge on
the revenue ofland ie not a charge on the land itself.

l',rT.NERSHII- DRAI 01, ONSe[' T-BSNS CARRIMI) ON My sU lIf ,C

I'ARt'NIR-rR>.tUYrRATION OP SU RVIVINC1" l'I'N)F FOR SfVCSI~ s

CA n!NlN Ai, A 1.058.

In re A Idricige, .4ldridige v. A 1dridge, (1804) ýt C h. 97: .
APril, 141, a surviving partner, with the consent of the execlitclrS
of his deceaw ed partner, carried on the 1partnership business for thie
bentefit of hiniqelf and the estate of the deceased. The busiinuss
was so carried oi at a loss, and the surviving partner claiiiu:.d
cormpens:ition for his services frorn the estate of the cu'd
partner, North, J.. held that the claini could not bc alho\ýud,
although if profits had beei mnade hie would have been entitiei
to rernuneration thereout.

\E )RANI) I''CAE--IL SLI FlRSE[IC C EXICUTORS_' \![.F

13Y leXIWU"TOR AFTER IW*%VN'I' VIiAkS ['ROM TIESIX TRsiv'

In re Veiw cýý Furze, (1894) 2 Ch. 101 8 R. MaEY, 116, Sturl-
ling, J., hield that the twenty years rule laid down by Jessol,
NI.R., within Nvhich executor- might execute po.e of sale 1)f
freehold estate without the intervention of the court, dloes not
app]y mlicre the\, are seiling leascholds ; and that where a
testator died inl 1852, and the leaseliolds were not sold liv his
executor until 1878, in the absence of anything to shoxv
the contrary, the exectitor rnutst bce presurned ta have acted ini
discharge of hie d-uty as executor -,and that neither the ciremn -
stanice that the deed did ziot purport ta be executcd bv himi as
<xecutor, nor the lapse of time between the tesýator's deît 1n
the sale, wvere sufficient ta raise a presuniption that hie had actcd
otherwise. A requisition rcquiring proof of the executor's powur
ta sel Nvas disallowed.

SI ATUTE oi. FRAUDS (29 CAR. 2, C'. 3), 58. 7, orsîaM~s1 OS rASElIioi.i)l
WiFRg TO lHtSBANF) TO FXAIILIt IIIUS»ANI) TO RAISti O-SSGN,

ABISOLUTE IN FOWNI-PAROI. EVIDSNCF OF INTENTION.

Inre M1arlborough. Davis v. JVhitchead, (1894) z Ch. 13,.
8 R. Prie, 107> an inteeesting question under the Statute of
Fraude is discussed. The Duchess of Marlborough, ini order ti


