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JHeld, also, that the legacy to 8. S, was not a vested one, and should he
die before he reached twenty-five years of age the devisees over and not his
"estate would be entitled.

Cases discussed--/n ve Hodyesd Legacy, 16 Ey. 92 Daves v. Angel, 4
De G. Fo & J. 9245 Stmpson . Vickers, 14 Vesey 341 ; Havis vo Thomas
1 Russ, & N. 500,

1 B A Ritchie, Q.C., for executors. A, MeZnnes for creditors of
Frederick Scotney. M. R, M. Hawuten for legatee S. 8. J. F. Frame for
devisees over.

Full Court | BARROWMAN 7. Fapig, | May 8.
Taxatton of costs—Notice--Time for giving - O, 63, R 13,

Under Q. 63, R, 13, before taxing costs, the party taxing is required to
wive one day's notice to the opposite party.  Under ). 63, R, 13, berors taxing
costs accruing in Halifax, “one day's notice . . . shall be given by the
«olivitor of the party whose costs are to be taxed to the other party or his
wlicitor, ete

Held. that the words “one day™ are not to be read as meaning “one
hear day,” and

SNemtfe, that notice given at any time up to seven o'clock of the eve?\inp of
the day hefure the day for which the notice'is given would be sufficient

oA Whitman for plaintifi. € 22, Fullerton for defendant,

Province of Manitoha.

QUERN'S BENCH.
Dabue, 1] Dav o RUTLEDGE. [March i+
Dav sales - - Mortgagor and mortgagee—Mortgogor's wife cannot cut out mort-
gedge by buylny at the tax sale- - Assignee of tax purchaser acquives no
hetter e than assignor,

Phe defendant and his wife {to bar her dower? eaccuted a mortgage of his
farm to plaintiff to secure $3,000.  In May. :8y3. the farmy was sold for arrears
af taves amounting to £48, and purchased by Mrs. Rutledge in her own name,
and the tax sale certificate was handed to her. In the suniwer of the same
yedl i response to a letter from Mrs. Rutledge, a hrother of the plaintiff came
tram Ontario to see the Rutledges about it, and stayed about two weeks at
their howet, At this thne & new mortgage was executed by Rutledge and his
wite <10 bar her dower as beforet in favor of the plaintiff, as a substitute for the
former one, but no mention was made to the plaintifi's brother of the tax sdle
which had been made : and the judge found as a fact that Rutledge and his
wite had formed a scheme to defraud the plainuff and get title to the farm fiee
from the morteage.  In December of the same vear the tax sale cerlificate
wits assigned to a person who had advanced the money to enable Mrs. Kut-




