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annuitant’s representative, on the ground that the only reason why
the money was directed to be laid out in the purchase of an
annuity instead oi being paid to the deceased annuitant in her life-
time, was because of the restraint on anticipation : and that il her
husband had predeceased her she would have been entitled to have
the money at once paid to her, he therefore thought that she had
acquired such an absolute interest in the fund, that on-her-death it
was part of her estate, and passed to her personal representative,
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TRUSTEE - BREACH OF TRUST—SALE BY LIQUIDATOR TO HIMsELP—FiDUCIARY
RELATION—CONCEALMENT—SETTING ABIDE BALE~ACCOUNT OF PROFITS--
INTEREST ON PROFITS,

Sitkstone & H. M. Coal Co. v. Edey (1900) 1 Ch, 167, was an
action brought by the plaintiff company which was being wound
up under the supervision of the court, against Edey, une of the
liquidators, and a8 company to which he had purported to sell the
assets and undertaking of the plaintiff company, on the ground
that Edey himself was really the purchaser, and that the defendant
company was a mere trustee for him.  Judgment was given for the
plaintiffs setting aside the sale, and directing an account of the
profits received by the defendants since the sale. A question arose
in settling the minutes of the judgment as to whether the defendants
were also chargeable with interest on such profits from the date of
the withdrawal thereof from the business of the defendant company.
Stiriing, J. was of opinion that the claim to interest on the profits
should not be allow=d, on the ground that the settled practice of
the court appeared to be that where a sale is set aside under such
circumstances, the trustse qr purchaser is chargeable with the profits
received, but not with interest thereon.

MARRIED WOMAN —ADMINISTRATRIX--DBEFAULT BY MARRIED WOMAN IN
PAYMENT OF TRUST FUND=~ATTACHMENT-—~ORDER FOR PAYMENT AGAINST MAR-
RIED WOMAN, FORM OF—MARRIED WOMAN's PROPERTY ACT, 1892 (45 & 40
VICT, ¢ 35} s 1, subss. 25 885, 18, 24~ (R.S,Q\ ¢, 163, 8. 2, & 3, Sub-s. 2} 8. 20).
In ve Turndull, Turnbull v. Nickolas (1900) 1 Ch, 180, the

defendant, a marricd woman, was the legal representative of a

deceased person for whose estate she was, by orders made in the

action, required to account. As the result of the account a sum of

money was found to be in her hands, and she was ordered to pay
the amount into court, and having failed to comply with the order,
a motion was made for an attachment againat.her. On the hearing
of the motion it was agreed that the defendant shou'd be at liberty




