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One of the sons (lied before the testator, so that it was impossible tliat the

tirrn should be forrned.
H-eid, that the bequest lapsed, and s. 30 of the \VHkll Act did flot apPlY

to prevent such lapse.
Pain, Q.C., and,. WV. Kcrr for the plaintiffs.

J. H'. .Xesbi// for the executors of the testator.
.iloss, Q.C., for the executors of the deceased sous.

C. J. Ilo/ina;; for the iegatee.

J'ia<./,ce.

Chancery I)iv'i Court.] [April 22-
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I>ai-ics-Noninei/ cofr/o-C>oaos-ICrvr ontraci -Joini lid-

bi/i/y -A pp/ica/ion Io addi cotrn's- ucIR~csnai'S

pfr/er-sI)iscr-e/ion.

In the case of a nominal corporation which lias no legal status as such, the

ostensible corporators are partners ; and their liabiiity as partners on the C01
1 -

tracts of the conîpany is a joint, and not a joint and several, liability.
Where some, but flot ail, of the co-contractors are sued in an action, theY

are entitled of right to have ai the others 'vithin the jurisdîciion aôded as

defendants ; and, the plea of abatement having been aboiished, the nî-ethod of

exception is by prompt application to the court under RUle 324.

As to the representatives of deceased or insolvent partniers, there is a dis-

cretion to add or not.
Arno/di; Q.C., and Bris/o? for the plaintiff.

BrcQ.C., and L. G. McC'artly, for the defendants Leggatt and Ross.

8vC.] Lay 2.

\VEISFR 7'. FIEINTVZMAN.

I)isýco7'eri-A C/ioin foi- deýfza/iaion - AExa iina/ion of dlefeidanti-lI>'i/.4~
Cri ;,;iflai, anfs7vi-s.

In an action of libel and slander, the plaintiff complained that the defefld-

ant had cornmunicated to several persons the contents of a letter received frolo

another person, in wlîich the plaintiff was accused of Iarceny, etc. Upoi an

examination of the defendant for discovery, he refused to say whether he 11,d

received any letter from the person named, or to answer any questions in1

relation to such letter or its contents, giving as a reason that it mîighit crimiflate
him to do so.

Il/,that the reason given w~as sufficient to privilege the defendant fr001'

answ~ering -,and althotngh it was not the recseipt of the letter, b)ut the pub icato0'

that wvould rnake the offence, that he Nv'as entitled to object to the ine of 0 1 i ry

at the outset.


