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of the deposit. Whether' a purchaser of a "leaaehold housa"
eould be compeiled to aeeept an under lease %vas rnised but not
decided.

LANOLORD AND TENANT-DEmisr FOR "TWO NEARSi CERT'AIN AND
T}IE1AFTIER FROM VEAR To YZAR"ý-VREN TERMINABLE.

lit rc Searle, Brooke v. Searle (1912) 1 Ch. 610. In this case
a lease for two years certain and thereafter from year to year
until either party gives notice to deterirtine the tenancy was in
question, and the point to, be determined was when it was terinin-
able; ar.d Neville, J., Jecided that it was not terminabie at the
end of the Ltwo years; but crented a tenancy for thrte yeurs at
least, a.îd that the term was only determinable by a three maonths'
niotice expiring at the end of the third, or aniy subselquent year.

WILL-CONSTRIICTION-GiFT FOP LIFE TO FOUIRTEEN PER.SONS--
SURTITL'TIONAL OIFT TO CIIILDREN-GIF.T OVER OF WHOLE ON
DEATHI 0F SURVIVOR 0F TIXIRTEEN ONLY-DETi-i IN TSSTATOR 'S
LIFETI ME-I MPLICATION 0F ýqURVIVORSIIIP-INrESTA .CY.

In re Ilobsoi, Barivk'k v. IloU (1912) 1 Ch, 626. A peculiar
will was in question in this case; the testator gave the ineome of
his real and personal, estate to trustees to divide amncrgst Sybil,
the daughter of Charles Holt, and thirteen other namned persouis
during their respective lives, and if any of thern should die
leaving ch-ildre.-n, the children were to f ake the parent's sharu,
and he directed thiat after the death of the survivor of the
thirt--en (ontitting the naine of Syhil), the whole estate should
then be sold and divided between the chidren of Charles
Holt and the children of the thirteen named persons as might
be living at the death qf the lest survivor of th(, thirteen, the
children of any deceased child to take their parent's share. Two
of ',he thirteen died in the lifetimce of the testator, without leav-
ing children, and Parker, J., hield that the inorme of these two
fourteenths had flot been disposed of b.> the will and as to them
there was an intestacy, His Lordship held that as -the gift over
wis flot on the death of ail the first takers but only of thirteen
of thern, there was no suirvivorship, by implication, as to the
shares in question ir favour of the remnaining twelve. Hie also
held tnat the fact that thoge who were entitled uncier the gift.
over were also entitled to share in the estate prior to the period
flxed for the distribution, also precluded tHe implication of
survivorship.
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