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RECENT ENGLisH DEcisioNS.
intention 0f the parties was to make a perfect- b ona fide and honest instrunment is executedly honest famiîy arrangement, under which for which valuable consideration il giev: andthe daughters were to undertake the burden the instrument is one between relatives, theof paying their mother's debts, and in con- Court cannot say that the différence betweeflsideration of that to take immediately that the real value of the estate an h osdfarmi whi ch, in ail probabiîity, they would tion given is a badge of fraud, and if it 15 nototherwise have received by will upon their a badge of fraud, or evidence of an intentionmother's death. Hie cites with approval the to defeat creditors, it has no relation tO thelanguage Of Kindersley, V. C., in Thompson v. case."Walker, 4 Drew 628, where he says :-"The WILL-CROSS ExECUTORV LIMITATION1M PLIC<'04principle ndw estabîished is this, the language In re Hudson, P. 4o6, is an imnportant caseof the Act being that any conveyance of pro- iamc sKy . hr eue rn hperty is vold against creditors if it is made atoiisadtbltsterls 

hc
wit ntent to defeat, hinder or- delay credi- atoiesnd abaesh e e' whictors, the Court is to decide in each particular govern the implication of crosseectIcase whether on ail the circumstances it can lim wsa rsslritationsiwis.I the n fill uetofcome to the conclusion that the intention of a there s aoteohrsips u h cross'lmtto ~~ alrthe settior in making the settlement was to anmittions tothee othe .çindteS a but the5defeat, hinder or delay his creditors." Later limitto, bten h niiui 6f 

heon he meets three objections to the validity of saeSUps were not complete 50 as tO coethe deed which it seems well to notice, (i.) he every possible event; and in the eventwhchad actually happened there would have been
says: "'It is said, and said truly, that a person an itsayas to part of the estate, if themust generally be taken to intend the result intert acyeue ofl u h a yinof bis acts. That is often, but by no means Court had crefsedittion asl reuted ga y, Jalways true, because, although no doubt the lin tat crossliitation s eqied KaYrJ.immediate and main resuit of our acts must hl httecoslmtto ih e"be he bjet o ou inentonthee ae mnyplied, and after reviewing the authorities hcolitera ests of acritsnin whicere flot any deduces from them the following rules:flot objects of our intention, but against Our (i.) Cross executory limitations in the Casewish. There are many unintentional resuits of personal estate, like cross-remnailders ofof unintentional acts." (ii.) Hie says: -"tIt real estate, are only iMpiied to fill up a hiatusis said that with respect to many creditors in the limitations, which seemn from the cOfi-who are included in the coveniant, they are test to have been unintentioflal.defeated and delayed, because before the ex- (ii.) They cannot be implied-as of Course'ecution of the deed they had a right against cross-reniainders could not-to divest an in,
the property, and after the execution of the terest given by the will.Slrtadeed they would only have a right to the en- (iii.) The existence of other crosslÏ"forcement of the covenant. But that is thetonbewndiertprsfsosntpe
resuit of almost any dealing. If I amn indebt- vent the implication.litaed and seil my estate, my creditors lose their (iv.) But where such express cross-li11taright of proceeding against the estate, and tion areinlavoutofthe n ver prS0 5can only proceed against the purchase money. ) whomn the impliedcosilittoswud(iii.) He says :-"1 It appears plain that though convey the property, that circumnstance is ovaluable and good consideration was given egtineernngheintaein 

whiby the daughters, that consideration cannet He then gives variOu5stacsi bChave been the full value of the estate. But such a gap in the limitation occurs, vzit also appears to me to be plain that when a (a) Where there 15 a gift to several . named


