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of the party of the first part"-and, therefore, the property w
stili vested ini the grantor.

The staternent that no estate in freehold can be created
commlllec in futuro is confined to attempts at such creation
coinmon Iaw conveyance: where. as here, the word "ýgrint>
used, it has a wîder sigýnificance and operation; and, even if
actual con veyance of the legal estate were effected, the conveyan
woiuld operate as a covenant to stand seised.

The learned Judge was of opinion, howe ver, that the remnaind
expectant after the lives of Amanda and Joseph would be hl
under the conveyance, by Boucher 'as truste", and that t
beneficial interest would be subject to a power of appointit
lie exercised by Amanda by will; and that, when shie sold ai
Joseph joined for the purpose of con veying has life-estate, V
effeet was to convey the whole benieficial interest ini the esta
to the purcha-ser: Re Caimpbell Trusts (1919), ante 23, and cas
cited.

In this view, the vendor could now make a go<id title.
Had it been practicable, the learned Judge would have directÀ

notice of this application to lie giveni, under Rule 602; but the.
was no one to notify. 'No one could assert any titie save
claiming through Ainanda. Shie, having- conveyèd the proper-
and received the price, would be estopped; those claiiniing und
lier would also ho estopped; and so good titie was made by e-stoppi

Before-the issue of the order, a formnai notice of motion and f
affidavit setting out the facts should lie fited.

MAÀM'rmS v. RY.AWx-LFNNox, J.-Dx,. 9.
Iifapit-Ciisod!y-Dispule as Io Parentage-Trial of Imsue-

Evidepwe--Finding as Io Birth of Chi,1l.-An issue as to the custoýj
of a cldd, directed tohe tried. There was adispute as oti
parentage of the child, the pla.intiif and the defendant eac
alleging that she was the miother. The issue was for the ptupoi
of having the question of who was entitled to the custody determiie,
'fle issue was tried without a jury at an Ottawa sittinga. LENNGçx
J., ini a written judgmient, after stating the facta and cireurnsta
and referring to the evidence adduced at the trial, found tlii
Margaret Ryaii, the defeudant in the issue, was the inother of ti
child, and was entitled Wo retain the custody thereof, and directe
judgrnent to be entered for the defendant accordingly, wýiti eom
ofte rto nwih twoinpn h hteoddirectin rilo teis
was maide, and of the issue and trial, to ho paid by the plainti
to the defendant. The defendant mnust noV, however, renio%
the infant, or suifer the infant to be'removed, beyond the juii


