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mortgagees by accepting the order assented
to the payment out of the fund, subject ta any
delay which znight arise ini the compl"tion of
the order, and therefore, wvere onliy entitled ta
the additional interest up ta jnly 21. 1885.

Several points of interest %voire diecided by
Pearson, J., in Re;mskill v. Bdwards, 3 1 Cby. D.
zoo, affecting the liabilities of directors inter se,
who concur in breaches of trust. The action
wvas braught by a director against several
co.directors, te compel them to contribute to
the payznent of money.4 which had been re.
covered against the plaintif! for breaches of
trust, in which ho alleged 'the d fendants ha(:
concurred. li1 the first place it %vas held, that
a directoi who had not been présent 'vlxcru an
impraper loan had been sanctioncd by the
board, but wbho, aftcr the mozîey had been ad-
vanced, attezîded a meeting, at which the min.~
utes of the meeting which sanctioned the toan
were confirmed, -was not liable to his co.director
ta contribute in respect of such loan:. but that
the saute defndant having beetn present at a
meeting, at which another improper loan was
proposed, and against which he protested, was
Hiable to make contribution in respect of it,
because he had attended a subsequent meeting,
at which the minutes %vere confirmed, and
signed a choque for part of the improper loan.
Anothe-r point determined was that where one
of the directors liable to make contribution,
who had been made a défendant, died after
the commencement of the action, the cause of
action snrvived ag.mnst hîs personal represen.

lot re Ovey, Bp(oidbcnt v. Barroftw, 31 Chy. D.
z1z3, tomis upon the construction of at will.
nhe testator after directing bis executors,
(whom hae also appointed trustees) to pay bis
debts and funeral expens..s, and giving vari ous
pecuniary legacies, gae &Il bis personal
estate and effects, exccpt money or securities
for money to R., antI he gave and dcvised the
resîdue of his estate, real and pierua1 ta
bis trustees, tipon trust ta pay two cif
sums, and the residue for such one, or more,
or kny hospital of a charitable nature, and in
such proportions as tlwy in their uncontrolled
discrétion should tbink fit. The Court of

Appeal had hel<i that the gift ta R. was not
spe 'ific, but that ail the pcuniary legacies
must bc paid before she would be entitled to
anything. And Peam~n,.I., now held, althoeugli
the whole personal estate was iizîsuifficient for

j the paymtnet of legacies, and (the reaity had ta
be sold ta make good the deficiency, R. was.

inot entitled ta bc recé'uped out of the surpli
iproceeds of the realty for the aznount of tMe
personalty bequerithed to lier whîch had beau
applied in the îpayment of legacies. Me also
field, that the trustées were entitled ta appro.
priate the surplus ta hospitals, which werf'
authoz'ized ta take land by devise ; the casa oit

thspitàccords with Anderson v. Dougali, ij
Gr- 164.

The February nurnbers of the Law Re.
ports comprise 16 Q. B. D. pp. 1z7-304,
and 31 Chy. D. pp. z 19.250.

Làx»LoIID ÀND rEXNT-Cvtt,;AT$.

fCoznmencing with the cases in thc Oneenis
l3ench Division the first tc ha noted is Edge v.

fBoileau4, 16 (2. B- D 11z7, which wvas ai' action
by a lcssee against his lessors for breach of a
covenant for quiet enjoyment contained in a

flease, The covenant was iu the usual ternis,
viz., that the lessee, paying bis rotât and par-

iforming hiq covenants, shotild qnietly cnjoy the
promises witut interruption froin the lessors.

1 Thare ware covenants by the lessac to pav
rent, and repair. Tbe rent being iii arrear, andl
the premises out of repair, the lessors causer]

1 notice ta ba served on the lcssee's sub-te'îants.
i reqniring themn not to pay their reuts tu the

b eqse but ta theniselves, and threatenitng
legal proceedirigs in default of compliance.
'llie lessors, thoiigh requested ta do sa, re-
fused t,) withdraw the notice for several weeks,
and sortie of the sub-tcnants paid their rents ti
the 1055(45. A verdict was found for the
plaintiff, and the casa camie before the Dlvi-
sional Court on a motion by defurodants for a
new trial, or ta enterjndgmenrt for thein, on the
ground that there wvas no évidence of any
breach cf tbe covenant, becanw.e the covenat
wvas conthitional on the plaintiff perfbrrng lits
covenants. B3ut on the authority of Dawsoit v.
Dyer, 5 B. & Ad. 584 the Court (Pollock, B.,
and Manisty, J.,) beld that the covenants würe
independent. and that the plaintiff was en.
titled ta recover.
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