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liciaries, £ho realty in question was free front liability to con-
tribute to the partuership d.ebta.

* ~ ~LANDLORD) AND TENANT-LLzm ny MORTOAGE t'à$ AGENT"Y
LEBE' ovzxANT NOT TO BELL OR-REUOVE MANURE-COVE-

Vý NANT RUNNING WITH THE LAND.

In Okaptnaî v. Smith (1907) 2 Ch. 97 the action was to en-
fore a covenant by a lessee flot te remove ci- meil manure front
off the demised premises. The lease in question was macle by one
Robinson, Who> was mortgagee of the property, but who aise acted

~, ~.as agent of the mortgagor in collecting the rents, Robinson wasI not in possession when the lease was madle and he was described
sequently te the lease he sold and conveyed the property to the
plaintiff, who claimed that the covenant in question was oee
running with the land which he, a.- assignee of the reversion, was
entitled te enforce. The defendant contended that the lease ivas
macle by Robinson as agent for the mortgagors and that there
wu. consequently ne legal demise; but Parkr, J., came te the
conclusion that Iooking at the eurrounding cireuistances, the

j use of the word "agent" was not suffieient to prevent the legal
Y.- estate vested in Robinson f rom passing, and that the plaintif? as

JIU Massignee of the reversion ivas entitled te enforce the covenant.

OQR GG-PRIORITY-LEG.AL r&BTATEl-POSTPONEMENT OP LEGAL

Wallcer v. Linorn (1907) 2 Ch. 104 is a case which, owing te
our system of registration of deeds is flot cf much direct value,
but it may be briefly referred te here $ta shewing that a trustee
cf the legal estate who neglects te, take reasonable precautions tcI ebtain possession cf the title deede. is hiable te, be postponed te a

Wl subsequent mortgagee. In this case the land in question wasJ conveyed te triistE.,s by way cf inarriage settlemnent. Certain
deeds Nvere handed over te the trustees, but they neglected te

__ inquire for, and were ignorant that the settior retained. the non-
M. veyance to the settior himnself. After the settlement the settlor
lue mortgaged the property and han ded over te the mertgagee the

conveyance, and the xnertgagee sold the property, both he and the
purchaser having ne notice of the settlement. The action was
brought by the wife against thetrustsie, the niortRpagee and the
pirchaser front him and the settlor, claiming that the wife under


