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fueti in tise eveet cf tisere being ne ciltren te
take ceder tise hequect.

Tise ovideece shewed thant the marriage between
J. C Floisiy aed Mary Hoit was nover ceesumat-
ed. sud tisat tihe unarriago teck place witisect tho
iowledge of, and was nover msade keown te, tise
parents osf 'Mary Hiot, aisu that fousr of tise child-
roc of Nrary Lattimer isy Jolie Lattieor were
hemn et ini esse at tise date of thie testator's seul;
tise otiser tiîree chldren wero hein after that
date. Tise tostator keew tbat bis daugliter Lsad.
ne otisr chidron excopt tisose hy Lattier.

-li,nïlc Palmecr, Q. C., for theo ehildron cf Mary
Lutimer, olaimed theo fand fer tho four eider,
thougis ho admitteti thocs'i thse tissee yocnger
cec!l ner taise. Theo cisiltren illegitimate, store
scficieeîiy descsiised.

Greene, Q. C , ced Renshase, for tise parties
entitieti entier tise gift oveu', coeteuded tisat tise
gift ovot hati tsikee efl'ect.

Bey hase, Fisc/sot, ced Lanqley, for parties in
tisa came ierect.

Tise foliowing cases -core referteti te :-H-Io-
wat/ v. i/ils, UL R. 2 Eq. 889 ; 11etecr v. WVar-
,»cr, 15 Jus. 141, i Ses. & Giff 126 ; Pratt v.
Mlhew, 4 W. R. 418, 22 Boav. 3140; R/e Ilrhri's
Trsss, 8 W, Rý 660, 1 J. & 1. 121, 8 W. R. 660;
G(?s/fny v. Danis, 6 Vos. 43 ; Kenc bkl v. S&rafloa,
2 List, 5130; Hlarris v. Lloyd, T. & R. 3 10; 1/e
Oveoli,ill's l'rusls, i. W. R. 208, 1 Sm. & Git.
3612; Re iVsic's estate, 16, W. P. 784, IL. R. 6 Eq.
599.

ScvV. C-le orties' tisct any legateos ssay
taise, us iether as a diase or ledivisicais, it le ne-
coss.iîy tisai tisoy sisecis ho ocarly deccribesi.
Wisee tisere is a gift te n ciid or ciltreus as a
ciass, logitimato cisildren are uuderstooti, but if
tise object is cieariv defieed, it mottera ssotiîg
vthetlsei tise ejeet bce legitimateore iliegitinsato.
Ie tise censtruction of uilîs, however, tise priesary
cuti proper signification cf every weu't emust ho
atientioti te. It is contenstet in tise preseet case
tisat tise gifle te thse cilt or cîsiltiren of tie tes-
tator's daugliter hegotten must aitogetiser fail. I
thuîîk tisat tise testator uutierstooti ced tisouglît
tisai bis dsegbter wss the wife cf ILattimer, anti
hie lawefui wife. Ie lus seili ho rofers te ciltiren
begetton, cei ho knew tisat chiltiron were liera,
ced tise foot tinit were illegitiesate soems te have
notliiug te do seiti tise questieon wisetier tlsoy
are sutfscietly descrihed wisee it is certain tisat
tisera are noue oises tison tie chldren by tise
mri.sge seits Lattsiîcr. Tise wers ocf tse will
are cieariy intelligible, anti J keow tisat tise tes-
tâtct iîîtended cisiltiren hegetton cf tisa esariage
wiîis Lattines. Je cases of tisis diescription f'alla-
oses are occasicet hy tise use cf two words wiîc
reqîsiro very accurate dofleition, eamely, "cilti-
i!on'' anti "oiass." If cisiltiros are prcperly
tiesotihoti as a ciss thore je ne mile te ssy Chat
illogitinsate cisillire chall net tase, ; ihis rues
tistengi evcry case excopt Bechcrofl v. Beach-
crofl, 1 hict. 430, and Praset v. Pige Il, 1 Vo. 854.
Thse cases relieti apon iy thse parties eisjecting te
this gift are elear authorities je faveur cf gifts
te porsees cteariy desorihoti. le Godfrs5 v.
Davis (supra) it was deeitied tisat if there were
no otisor hildsren tisse iliegitimate cisiltiren te
ancwcr tise descriptions tisey must taise, aitisougi
iu point cf iaw tisey de net ctand as eildren.
Tisc shows tisat thome can bie a valiti gift te ie-

gitimate oilidren ueder the description as child-
ren begetten during tise testators lifetisee. Pratt
v. Mateî/cs (snpra) and Cosce Yt . Parce (supra)
were cases ie which tie gift was to, chidren te,
be begotten, andi it is igairst the poiey of the
iaw to allow sccl a gift, but a gift te a child bie-
gottre but uebore is valid although the s'hiit be
iliegitiesate. Tisere is, isowover, cne point jn this
case wbicb might raise a doclit, namneiy, tise use
of the word ''such " je a, cebsequent part of the
viil, ýwhere it directs tlie interest te ho vesteti
sehen the cisiltiren arrive at tise age of 21, and
makes furtîser provisions ie case thora shoulti
not ho any scnob chiltiren. 1 de flot entertain
aey doebt upen the construction cf the wih as te
tise chiltiron begotten or the oe en ventre sa mers
etf the time of tise tesîttr's deatis.
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LACeInIs
.A continual claies, without aey actisve stops

je support cf it, wiil nt kecp alive a ciglit
which would otherwis ec bi arred hy laches.
Lehosenn v. tiLcAlh ses', Law Rap. 3 (h. 496.

LAND4,oniS AND) TENA.s.
1. It is net eecssss.y te tie vaiiy cf a

notice to quit, given by tise gencrai ageet cf a
landierd te a tenant, that tse agency shculd
nppcar ce tise face cf the notice.-Jones v.

l' jLaýi Iep. 3 Q. Bl. 5617.
2. Mi being yeatiy tenant tu tie jslaietiff,

under a writtcnîs cgeement, (lic defeeciant ie
considoratice cf tihe pisintiff's coetinuieg M
as sccii tenant, gave te the plaintiff a gustsnty
fcr "tse rant of tise IL faim, in thse occupation
of Mi." Tise piaictiff afterwards gave -M notice
to quit, but withdrow it before thse cxpiration
cf tie curresit year. Next yosr ti enat o as
ie atrear, aîsd tise plaintiff btcnssht suit on tie
guaranty. 115d, tîsat tise oid tenant3 was
determined by fie notice te quit ; tint tie

guaianty applied cnly te tise tonsncy 'Le exist-
ence wiieu it was gis on; ced tisat tihe defendaut

avas net iablc.-atcsc' v. Widn, Law Relp.
3 Ex. 303.

3. ]ly a Icase cf a house oeil grouzti., tie
lanîllord suedertok te kcep, tue promnises ici
toisait, ccd to psy ail taxes and charges paya-a
bic, in respect te, tise preusises. Inuftic grounds
wns a pieceocf eteanseutal water, je wisich,
duriug (he tecasîcy, an accumulation cf mmliu
csused a nuisance te tlice tensant ced te tie
public. Tise tensant beieg suinus c eue ictir (he

Nuisances Ramnovai Act, 1855, omploy cd s cou-
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