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WILL-CONSTRUCTION--VESTING-' FROM AND) AFTER."'

lno YobSOn, Jobson v. Richîardson, 44 Chy.D., i~,is a decision of North, J.,
4olte construction of a will whereby a testator gave a bouse to his trustees

44 eSt to Permit his daughter to receive the rents thereof for life, " and
01- 2LEnd after ber decease tbe same premises shall be in trust for ail the children

of 11 equal shares as tenants in çonmfon, on1 their respectively attaining the
r ItQfenty-one years." There was no direction as to the application of the
Sf the property after the deathi of the tenant during the infancy of tbhe chul-

Tii, fhe question wvas whetber tbe words " frorn and after " bad the efet of
dist. the cbiîdren a vcsted estate before aittaining, twenty-one, and Nortb, J.,
bu ihn the case from A ndrcw v. .- ndrce', I Cbv.D., 41o, beld that it did not,

tltthe interests of tbe cbildren were contingent 'on their attaining twventy-one.

?RAýCTICEMORTGAGEO.-EREDEMPNSUSUET INCUMBRANCES.

S3nzrtiett vHekt, 44 Chy.D., 161. wvas a foreclosure action in wbicb tbe
a setiff 5 Were first mortgagees; tbe second incumbrancer was an annuitant under

etternent ; tbe plaintiffs xere tird mortgagees, and. there were several subse-
nQ rtgaes Tbe plaintiff claimed that only one day should be given to ailSUbseq~~

que~itnt incumbrancers to redeem bis first mortgage, but North, J., gave
tie, Iliantsix montbs to redeem, and in case sbe did redeern gave the plain-

tha'S third mortgager, tbree montbs to redeem subject to tbe annuity, and a
PeriodJ of tbree rnontbs to tbe subsequent icmrnes; but ifthe annuit-

'hei lot redeem, giving the subsequent incumbrancers a second period of only

ANI) SUR ETY-CO-SU RETI ES-COUNTER SECURITY GIVEN BY PRINCIPAL DEBTOR TO ONE C0-
sluReTy-RIGH'I. 0F SURETIES TO PARTICIPATE IN SECURITY GfIVEN TO CO-SURETY.

gj. erig v. Berridge, 44 Cby.D., 168, is an important decision on the law of
û, and surety, and is a development of the doctrine establisbed by Steel v.

ito 7 hy.D., 825, in wbich it was decided that a surety is bound to bring
k hoto for tbe benefit of bis co-sureties, whatever he receives by virtue of
ý 8ecUrity he may bold. The pjecessary effect of this mile is, as is sbown by tbis

Cas, tha ybr ty
'Itwhee tere are several sureties, and one of them obtains from the

Pal2 debtor a security for bis liaI>ilitY, tbis security virtually enures for the0,ý f his co-sureties for tbe full arnount of their liability; because as often.
filcSUrety who holds the security recovers any payment wbich he has made

kaCoUnt of the principal debt, he is bound to sbare the sums so received with
0.Uete in case of their liability; and as he bas the rigbt to resort to his

tl'Yfor indemnity against the amoufit s0 paid bis co-sureties, the security is
trij1ýYah security for the wbole debt, and flot merely for tbe share of the surety

~aniit is given.

TO REFECR MATTERS IN DISPUTE-STAYING ACTION BY PARTY TO AGREE-

è4NT.-QUESTION OF LAW-C.L.P. ACT, I854, S. II-(R.S.O., c. 53, s. 16).
1inec Carlisle, Clegg v. Clegg, 44 Cby.D., 2o0, an application wvas made torth,' J., to stay the action unider the C.L.P. Act, 1854, S. II (R.S.O., C. 53, S.


