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was entitled tQ 'Jhe information under the Partnership Act, i890
W~ & 54 Vict J. 24),'S. 9, and, there being nothing in thu part.
neiship articles to the.contrary, that he would he entitled to use
thi.s information as he intended. An appeal fromn his decision to
theý Court of.Appeal.,(Lord . !alsbury' ide n Sih . .was unsuccessfül. We îiay add that the Partnership .Act of
1890, which codifies the law of partnership, seerns to be a piece
of legisïation which should be adopted in this Province.

TKOST'ES-CESTUIt QUE TRUST -REVRSIONARY LEGATF.K. RIGli' OF. TO INFORIA-
TION AS TO INVIISTMENT 0F FtINI-SOLICITOR AND CL!KN1'-COSTS, DISALLOW-
ALCK 0F.

it re Dartnall, Sawyer v. Goddard, (1895) 1 Ch. 474, the
plaintiff, being beneficially entitled under a wîll to a one.ninth
share of £900 expectant on the death of a tenant for life, applied
tu the trustees for particulars of the investmnents of the testatc>r's
estate. The estate wvas ample, but the trustees refused to give
the required particulars, and, within three days of tbe receipt of
their letter refusing, the plaintiff commenced thepresent proceed-
ings. North, J., held that the application ought, not to have
been made, and that it was mnade with undue haste, and he dis-

*missed the application with costs, and ordered the plaintiffs'
solicitors to repay to the plaintiff the costs, she %vas ordered to pay
the d'efendants. On appeal the Court of Appeal (Lord Halsbury,
and Lindley and Smith, L.JJ.) took a différent view of the mat-
ter. They thought that both parties were in the wvrong, the
defendants for having refused the information, and the plaintiff
for acting precipitately in cornmencing the proceedings. The
order of North, J., was, therefore, discharged, and the defendants
%vere ordered to give the required information. But no order
\vas made as to costs, except that the plaintiffs solicitors should
be disallowed their costs as against their client, this latter
direction Seing made under Ord. lxv., r. ii, of %vhich there is no
counterpart in Ontario, but see Ont. Rules i195, 1215, under
which a similar resuit mighi possiblv be obtained.

CUJARITY-AtMIN ISTRAlTLON-CONTRACT-EX"AMNINA1ION-SýC140 .Ap.5{i P.

Rooke v. Dawson, (1895) iCh. 480; 13 R. Mar. 73, was an action
bY a successful candidate at an examination against the trustees
of a trust deed, which provided that a scholarship eihould Se
awarded to the pupil leaving a certain school Nvho should pass


