
Wills), it is net very SUp2ising te £nd, overruled all these con-
toitions, and adhered te -the fairly well esthed tele that in
matters within the. 1-uriadiction of the Dominion Parliauxênt it
lias th-- axuplest legimiative power, and for the purpôse of effeet-
Ively legislating it ay if -need be -deal wirth matters that other.
wise are within Provinial, control, and as te, sunch- iatters
tholi the Provincial and Dominion legialation may overlap,
yet in case of confiet. the Dominion legisiation mnust prevail.

REGISTRw ACT (R.S.O. 1897 c. 136) s. 87-STÂTu= or LiimA-
TioNs (R.S.O. 1897, a. 133) s. 4, 22-TJueiseriazn coN-
VEYANCE,-S7B8QUENT MORrGG,-PIOPUTY.

MoeVity v. Tramtou1L (1907) A.C. 60 is an appeal from, the
Supreme Court of Canada, on a point arising on the Registry
Act of Ontario. It is net often that we fnd it proper to find'
fault with the conclusions reached by the Judieial Committee
of the Privy Council, but in this case, with the greatest respect
for that tribunal we humbly conceive the conclusion it lias
reaehed in this case can hardly be said to be satisfaetory. The.
case arose out of the fraud of an unprofesional conveyancer,
and is one of those unhappy eues in ivhich Courts of law are
called on to say on whîch of two innocent persons the loss is te
fali, The facts of the case were comparatively simple. In
June, 1891, Mns. Trânouth (then Maxfield) being about te,
marry, and being owner of the lanid in question, wished te have
it vested in herseif and intended husband, so she applied te one
gootheran, who turned eut te be a rogue, to de the necessary
conveyancing, and he thereupon drew a cenveyance te hixnself,
and a reconveyance from himself te Mrs. Trunouth audhler bus-
band. R. registered the deed ta hin2self, but did net regaster
the reconveyanee, but led the grantee7 te suppose it was regis-
tered by indorsing a forged eertificat-. of registration thereen.
A few days intervened betweeu the date of the recenveyauce
and the rnarriage, aud thereai 'ýer Mrs. Tranouth and her hua-
band had continuoiusly oceupied fbe premises. In 1895, Sooth-
eran, aasumng te be ewner, executed a mortgage te the plain-
tiff RcVity, for $2,000, which wax registered August 30, 1895.
The action was cominenced by the mortgagee iu May, 1903.
F'roin the report we gather that MéVity had actual notice of the
Possession cf the Tranoutha before advancing his meney, and
took his security with the lrrxwledge that a third person wua
in adverse possession cf the mortgaged premises. This rus an


