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MSAND ABSTRACTING 0F EQUITÂSLE<lRE.

Ileeted with the ýroperLy under consider- by an informai equitable charge upon the4at n "-very full description of this; and property or expected sale-proceed, out of"and whereas hie died; "and 'land which, on completion of the purchase,Whereas they (the issue) died, and where- the debt is satisfied-how can the sup-48 "ho (the wife> died." Then, having pression of this prejudice a purchaser tffecteei this satisfactorily, it naturally Certainly, we must allowr that practicePloceeds to perform the same kind office and convenjence would rather seemi tofor 8omebodY else. Sometimes, it becomes sanction the view laid down generally inl'Inlolved in a Chancery suit, and then it Dart's "'Vendors' and Parchasers," that,fnriihe a short narrative of the facte where an informai equitable charge lias"a " and whereas a bill was filed," âlowed been satisfied, its existence xnay, except4« aPrettY full summary ôf Mbill; under special and exceptional circum-ab eea s somebody else was found stance, be aitogether suppressed by thet, 8 necessary party to the suit "-ex- vendor's soMicitor. Nevertheless, in Drum-P..Gnation of the circumstances* "and mond v. Tracy, Johns. 608, 612, it han1rhereag a baby wag born, and immedi- been held that a vèndor is not justifiedately appeared by its next friend "-fuil in suppressing a letter creating an equi-ilecription of baby; "and whereas it table charge which w8.5 intended to before scvee that everybody wasn't be- paid off ; and further, that lie would nôtfore the Court "ý-lavish explanation of have been s0 justified, even though thethtdiscovery. and whereas "-but the charge had been actual satisfied. Ifthishi rPtionl of a Chancery suit is invaria- mile is te be acted upon, it certainly doesI~lear and easy. Occasionally, how- appear to be the inevitable conclusionVecontinued Mfr. Wordy, the legal es- that every defunct equity which, duringt ate becomes detached from the equitable, the preceding sixty years, may have af-and th i, ~ onfess, creates a difficulty. fected the property-whether created by'yself) said lie, have at present a case writing or merely by parol-ought te beof h5 description in hand, where the set out ini the abstract; for it would obvi-foral estate is prospecting either in Cali- ously be niere wasts of time te commuai-oriOr Blritish Columbia-we don't ex- cate otherwise the past existence of the
2ctly knIOW Which. charges te the purchaser, leaving him to

1re bOth too pcts inconvenient equities require the abstract to be amended accord-Qebt to p o multiply the folios of ingly see 1 Dart's, V. & P. 279:abtat8Of title, and to involve them in lu a yet more recent case, Dixon v.Z'28per obsclurity'; and, unfortunately, the Mucklelon, 21 W. R1. 178, Jan. 4, 1873,e ncy* Of the authorities of late ap- it api)eared that M., the owner of the P.perb 'ery mach to conduce to this unde- estate, deposited in 1864 with S. a dýeed81al resIît. 0f what possible materi- over one hundred years old, relating teality 18 it to disclose, on the face of the the estate, and wrote a lettar telling S.abst' 0 instruMents of trust which are that this was a deed of the P. estate,t itut' Ulnportaut to a purchaser des- which was to be a security te, S. for 4001.Wher Of notice of their existence ?Or, then lent, and for previous advancee.&r good titie is shown to the legal Subsequently, in 1868, M. deposited withettand a charge which clearly oper- a bank the latter title-deeds of the P.4ted on1y in eutstsidthle etaty, and would flot affect estate (which disclosed a perfect sixtyVîî 91 etaehas been saife- years' title-without notice of the priora 'nerera equitable charge by deed, or deposit of the o]d deed), together with aold 'e Orandu accompanying an memorandum of deposit, charging the P.n Su'Bch m ortgage by depositmight Iestate with advance8 mnade by the bank.be equiti;l without inaterial risk It was held by Lord Romilly, M.1.--andop'P ed, eince they would. have no, bis decision was afflrmed on appeal-thatchaserOfi as against a subsequent pur- S. htid acquired a vested equitable estateti or lue 'wthu noie, and his in the P. estate, and had not, by not ini-
Pend U i no degree, therefore, de- qijiring into the nature of the deed and

,suppos te suflency of the release ? as te the existence of other deeds, been<hlPPse that a solicitor who is con. guilty of such gross and ivilful negligenceAavra sale for bis client niakes him that the Court would take away the es-
810 nanticipation, and àa secured 1 tate so acquired, and that this equitable


