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WILL—CONSTRUCTION—VESTING—‘* FROM AND AFTER."

u In e Jobson, Fobson v. Richardson, 44 Chy.D., 154, is a decision of North, T
, upont € construction of a will whereby a testator gave a house to h1§ truﬂstee;
fr n tr“St, to permit his daughter to receive the repts thereof for life, .ldan

of a0d after her decease the same premises shall be in trust for all the.chl r;:]n
Y in €qual shares as tenants in common, on their respectxvely. attgmm;g the
Tee of twenty.one years.” There was no direction as to the' apphcatloil o ltﬂe
drnts of the property after the death of the tenant during the m,fancy of th chi ;
gj'e-n' he question was whether the words from and after ” had the eﬂehct o

div".lgt € children a vested estate before attaining twenty-one, and \Iortd , Jt.,
bustmguishing the case from Andrew v. Andrew, 1 Chy.D., 410, held that it did not,

Atthe interests of the children were contingent on their attaining twenty-one.

P“CTICE-MORTGAGE—FORECLOSURE-—REDEMPTION—SUBSEQUENT INCUMBRANCES.

bl 'S Whett v, Hesketh, 44 Chy.D., 161. was a foreclosure action in.whlch the
it S Were first mortgagees ; the second incumbrancer was an annuitant under
qsemement; the plaintiffs were third mortgagees, and. there were sevgral subseii
t}?ent Mortgages. The plaintiff claimed th:at only one day should be given to ae
th: Subsequent incumbrancers to redeem bxs first mortgage, but North,h_]., igfa:;
tify MNuitant six months to redeem, and in case she F]ld redeem gave the p :;1 -
thi’ 3 thirg mortgager, three months to redeer‘n subject to the an.nu;lty, an 2
¢ Period of three months to the subseql.lent incumbrancers ; but lft. zarfml:]]

thre, ' not redeem, giving the subsequent incumbrancers a second period of only

€ months,

INCIPAL AND SURETY—CO-SURETIES——COUNTER SECURITY GIVEN BY PRINCIPAL DEBTOR TO ONE CO-
SURETY‘RIGHT OF SURETIES TO PARTICIPATE IN SECURITY GIVEN TO CO-SURETY.
: 'B.e"idge v. Berridge, 44 Chy.D., 168, 1s an important decisiqn on the lavx; of
| D:nclpal and surety, and is a development o.f the doctrine estal?hshed (li)yt Stt;e::inv.
.i‘lto ' 17 Chy.D., 825, in which it was dEC}ded that a surety is boun 9t Og;"
hotchpot, for the benefit of his co-sureties, whatever he receives by virtue :
: security he may hold. The necessary effect of this rule is, as is §hown by ttI;lls
" Prj "that where there are several sureties, and one pf tbem obtains frc;m tl;e
benmpal debtor a security for his liability, this security v'u"tually enures orf e
%ne tot his co-sureties for the full amount of their liability; .because as o tzn
V) © Surety who holds the security recovers any payment which he @asdmaits
hisacc(“lnt of the principal debt, he is bound to share the sums so receive wh.S
e O-Sureties in case of their liability ; and as he has the rlg.ht to resort to hi
Vi ity for indemnity against the amount so paid his co-sureties, the security tlS
tortws y a security for the whole debt, and not merely for the share of the surety
°m it js given.
lTRATION~AGmnzx\'mNT TO REFER MATTERS IN DISPUTE—STAYING ACTION BY PARTY TO AGREE-
l“EN"'\Qm~:s*ron oF LAW—C.L.P. AcT, 1854, 8. 11—(R.S.0., c. 53, 5. I6).

‘Noln *e Carlisle, Clegg v. Clegg, 44 Chy.D., 200, an application was made to
Tth, Juto stay the action under the C.L.P. Act, 1854, s. 11 (R.S.0., c. 53, s.




