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freeh-old, and therefore the equitable estate of the infant Was

also a descendible freehold, and went to his heir as special 0 çÇl,
pant. The House of Lords (Lords Halsbuty, L.C, Wa thofl
Herseheli, Macnaghten, Morris and Davey) thought that t1

argument was untenable, and that the equitable estate of d'e

infant not being expressed to be to him, and his heir5, there

was no special occupant thereof, and, under the statute, 0fl i%

death his equitable estate passed to his persofal rePresenta,

tive, notwithstanding there was a special occupant of dhe legal

estate vested in the trustee. The appeal was thereoedr

missed and the judgment of the Court of Appeal i
in favour of the respondent, was affirmed.

HUBAD NDWIFE-MARRIED WOMAN-JUDGMENT AGAINST MARFRIED WOME
SEPARATE ESTATE-RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION-ARREARS 0F . 2.' co)

RIRD WOMEN'S PROPERTY ACT, 1882, C. 75. ss. I, 1 9 -(R.S.0. C. 132, d on a
J-ood Barrs v. lieriot, (1896) A.C. 174, rnay be îooked I

a somnewhat remarkable case from. the fact that altho0ugî d
action was against a married woman, the question il'n sPt

was~an inuai favor of the rPulter
wasactaly decided against her, d'e i thredt?

The point at issue was a very short one, and was si'flfPY ~,
viz., whether a restraint against anticipation would ope .t
as to prevent arrears of income, subject to suc" reta
which had accrued before the recovery of the piaintiff's jud
ment against the married woman, but which had 'lotbel

mad avilalijpaid over to her by the trustees, fromn beingrd of e aie
by way of equitable execution for the satisfaction Of th (p9
tiff's judgment. The Court of Appeal, LoJ/us v. resrt aiit
2 Q.B. 212 (see ante Vol01'p 55 held that the roted
operated to proteet the income until it had actualY reC d
the hands of the married woman, but the HLouse Of Lord$

(Lords Herschell, Macnaghten, Morris and Shafld) h0 ld$ t1l
the effect of the restraint as a protection of the a$
the creditors of the married woman, is exhausted as oie
the income becomes payable, and that therefore tl 1W
in question was exigible. The triumph of the plalff sled

ever, was a hollow one, because the Court of A ppeal ,efto
to oderthefun tobe kpt n mdiopeningthe aPPe of

the Lords, and it also refused to stay executiofi for the ot


