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being void against -the mother, was- void as againstý thý children
who claitned th4ýrough her. .On appeal, it was aIrgQed tbat, 'the
effect of the codicil ivas to rev.ok.e the- original gift, and. to make
anew one in faveur of the appellants on the death: or marringe
of the testator's daughter. But it was contended. by the z espo âd.
ersL thatthecombinedeffectof the willand colicil was flot to-revoke
the will, but to make the gift o0ver take effect on death or mar-
riage of the daughter, which ever of the two should flrst happen;
and as the co1 idition as to marriage was void, the subsequent
death af the çiaughter was nlot within the condition, and,- conse-
quently, that the gift over did not take effect;- and this view was
adopted by the Court of Appeal (Lord H'alsbury, and Lindley
and Smith, L.JJ.).

QUASI S PARAI-ION »nCN~c!N-ots AI-R-~AIA1~

In re A bdy, Rabbeth y. Donaldsoit, (i8o5) Ch. 455'; 12 R. April,
123, an attempt wvas made to apply ta a deed éxecuted between a
man and his mistress, providing for their separatiàn, and the
payrnent of an annuity ta the latter during ber life, the rule that
applies ta separation deeds between husband and wife, namely,
that a subsequent re-cohabitation has the effect of putting an
end ta the covenant. Here the covenant was absolute, and pro.
vided for the payment ta the woman af an annuity during ber
life, and, though the parties subsequently cohabited again,
North, J., held that that fact did not put an end ta the covenant,
which wvas binding on the personal representative of the cave-
nantor, who had died. The Court of Appeal (Lord Hkisbury, and
Lindley and Smnith, L.JJ.) wvere of the same opinion.

PART.NEtRS- PAÀRNERSILII no~-RurOF PARl'NSP TO MAKK EXTrAQC'S IROOM
IiOOKS-PAlTrFERSHIP ACT, 1890 (531%& 54 VICT., C. 39), S. 24e S-S. 9.

In Trego v. Hunt, (1895> 1 Ch. 462 ; 12 R. Apl.148, the plaintiffs,
who were members of a firmn of which the defendant was also a
partner, mavedt for an injunctian ta restrain the defendant from
using certain information he had obtained from the partncrship
bocks for any purpose except the business of the firm. The in-
formation in question w. s a list of the names and addresses ai
the customers of the hirm, which the defendant intended, after the
expiration of the partnership, to make use af for the purpose of
carrying on a similak business in competitian with the plaintiffs.
Stirling, J., refused the injunction, holdinig that the defendant


