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flieehold, and 'therefore the equitable estate of the infant Wa°
-alsoa descendible freehold, and went to his heir as special occt”

Il?nt. The House of Lords (Lords Halsbury, L.C, Watsoh
erschell, Macnaghten, Morris and Davey) thought that t:;l:

?.rgument was untenable, and that the equitable estate O
infant not belng expreSSed to be to him and his heirs, t
was no §pe01al occupant thereof, and, under the statute, O°
d'eath his equitable estate passed to his personal repfesenta‘
tive, notwithstanding there was a special occupant of the 1eg:a1
estate vested in the trustee. The appeal was therefor€ dis-
missed and the judgment of the Court of Appeal it Irelan™
in favour of the respondent, was affirmed.

N—

Hussan ’
D AND WIFE—MARRIED WOMAN—JUDGMENT AGAINST MARRIED woM

fﬁ:““g ESTATE—RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION—ARREARS OF INCOME ™™ )
D WOMEN'S ProperTY AcT, 1882, C. 75, 55. I, 19 —(R.S.0. ¢ 13% ss. %
Hood Barrs v. Heriot, (1896) A.C. 174, may be 1ooked on #°
a S(?mewhat remarkable case from the fact that althOugh I;:
action was against a married woman, the question in isp®
was aCt.ually decided against her, and in favor of the cre®” .
The point at issue was a very short one, and was simply thi®
Z;Z.éowhether a restraint against anticipation would oper? at,
prevent arrears of income, subject to such restt®”

hi intiffs
which had accrued before the recovery of the Plamtlﬁ > Jseen

m‘f;‘t against the married woman, but which had 1ot ple
paid over to her by the trustees, from being made avail -
on of the P’

E');Pwa}y of equitable execution for the satisfaction O g
iff's judgment. The Court of Appeal, Loftus V- Heriot (1 ?gt
2 Q.B. 212 (see ante vol. 31, p. 505) held that the restr’ 4
operated to protect the income until it had actually feaChzs
the hands of the married woman, but the Hous® 0o Orat
(Lords Herschell, Macnaghten, Mc;rris and Shand) holds 1:11“1
the effect of the restraint as a protection of the fund froas
the .Creditors of the married woman, is exhausted a8 80 nme
.the income becomes payable, and tl;at therefore the inc® o
in question was exigible. The triumph of the plainti . h‘;e 1
ever, was a hollow one, because the Court of Apped f‘i t0
to order the fund to be kept in medio pending the appP a

the :
Lords, and it also refused to stay execution for the



