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husband came within the terms of a covenant to settie after
acquired contained in her marriage settlement. The deceased
husband was a domici!ed Scotsman, and on their marriage the
settiement was made and the wife covenanted that if she sbould
during the coveture acquire '«any estate or interest in persoflal
property," beyond a certain amount it should be settled upon the
trusts declared by the seuliement. After the marriage the parties
separated, and a separation deed was executed by the husband, and
bv this deed he covenanted that cm his dbath bis wife's right in
his estate should flot be Iess than she would bave been entitled to
if he died a domiciled Scotsman, notwithstanding be may have
been domiciled at the time of his death elsewhere. By the Iaw of
Scotland known as the jus relictae a right vests in a widow on the
death of her husband, if there are children surviving, to one-tbird
of his oersonal estate, a right which cannot be prejudiced by any
wiII or mortis causa deed made by the busband, but which can be
defeated by alienation of his personal estate in bis lifetime and it
is therefore untîl death a bare spes succezsionis. It was contended
hw the executors of tbe deceased busband that tbis rigbt being
fortifled by the covenant of indemnity above mentioned was
.4property " within the meaning of the covenant and Buckley, J.,
so held, but the Court of Appeal (Williams, Romer and Stirling,
L.JJ.) reversed bis decision.
COMPJ&NY -ARTICLES -QUORUM OF DIRECTORS-INTKRISTED DIREcTOR-

RESOLUTION.
In: re Greym-toitk P.E. R>'., Vuili v. Greymnaza/t P.E. R>'. (i9o4)

1CI). 3 2,the articles of a limited company provided that any director
mi-lht enter into, or be interested in a contract witb the cornpany, but
that nio dircctor should vote on any matter rclatîng to any contract
or buisiniess with the company in which he was interested ; and
that twvo directors should be a quorum of directors for the trans-
actioni of business. A resolution was passed at a meeting of threc
directors, two of whom were interested in the subject matter of
the resolution ;and it was held by Farwell, J., .at it was invalid,
that a au,,run meant a quorum competent to vote.

SPECIFIC PERFORMANOE=.VENDOR ANI) PURCHASRDEPAULT EV PURt-
CIIASER AFTER JUDGMENT FOR SPRCIFIC PERFORMANCE-COSTS.

1, O/dle v. O/de (1904) i Ch. 35, an action was brought by a
veiidor for specific performance and judgrnent hiad been pronounced
appointitig a day for paymcnt of the purchase money and the


