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<elected to purchase A.s interest in the partnership, and bv deeti,

reciting that A.'s debts were paid, as executors of A. conveyed the
landis ahove referreti to C., the residuarv Iegatee, who mortgaged
t h, landi to the defendant, ta raise inoney for carrying on the busi-
iiess, which. at the tiune of A,'s death, was ini fact insolvent. The
firm subsequently becarne bankrupt, and the trustee in bank-
ruptcy attacked the mortgage to the defendant, as being voiti
lander the statute of 13 Elizabeth, c. .5 (R.S.O. c. 134, s. 5), but
Neville, J., helti that the defendants were holders of the legal
estate as purchiisers for value without notice, and therefore were
n(>t bciund by any antecedent equities of creditors of the bank, anti
the morigage was itot ixupeachaule under the statute because it
was flot madle for the purpose of defeating ereditors, but with the
intention of earrying on the l)iUsiflCss andi paving them hy that,

INSURANCE (,IFE)-1)EPOSI'r-.ALE OF BUSINESS Hy COMPANY-

DISSOLUTION 0F 'VENDOR (.OMPANY-DIp.:PsiT--AssunA.NciF,

('OMP;%NIES ACT 1909 (9 ]LnwM. VII. C. 49), SS. 2, 313 - 9lt)0
EDW. VII. c. 32. s. 14 (D.)).

Ini re ('ity of1 (4.gu fr Asruirance Co. (1916) 2 ('h. 557.
ni titis case à life asua r oinpanv hati solti its business ta

:Lnotlier conipany andi hati been dSlV(,ardt the question
Sargant, J1., ha tu di<etermine ivas as to the' propeý- disposition of
týlî,- governhlîent deposit madie bv the vendor coi-piny. It ap-
peareti that there were outst.anding clalinis in the natui'ý of paid-up
pl)OicieS of the vendor coiupany. the holders of whih had tiot
novated their dlainis with the vendee coinpany. In t), we circuin-
tances Sargant. J., helti that the proper order t, t- .'ade was to

direct the deposit to bc c.arried te, a se1)arate accouint -"In respect
of the life assurance of the"' ventior coiiîîany 'now dhssolveI.-

W'IL('osmc'ros-ANI'TVPAYABLE OUT 0F INCOME OF
sE'rrLFI) OIlR IIE F TRUSTFES TO RETAIN SURPLV';

INCOME 'lO MEET POSSIBLE DEFICIFNCY IN FUTURE.

In re J>lall, Sykes v. Datmon (1916) 2 Ch M63. This was a
case (>f construction of a will whereby the testator beqteathei a
sixth share of hîs residujary estate to trustees8 upon trust out of the
inco>ne to pay ta his widow an annuity for life of £1,000, and

ýsubjeect thevreto ta permit the sanie qhare and the incorne there-
0fý tii devolve îmider trusts therein declareti or referreti to, in
f, vour of tlY, f(e5ta<>I"S son anti (aughter anti their ism.tie respec-


