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(Regl~otd ln amardIane wltb the C(;pyr4;ht Act)j

VENDoR AxD PuRcHAamit~-TILE-PowBRt TO NiVEsT ix< Titr pu-
CHASE or REm., u9T&T-pomEr Te 'MARYi "SECt:RITirA'-
IllrLiED POW'ER TO iW-5ELL LAND PUBOZIASED AS INVESTMENT,

1»t re Ge>di Rason (1,905) 1 et. 386 was au applicatin
under the Vendors and Purchasers Aet to determine a simple
question. The vendors were trustees of a will, wherPb,:: they
were empowered to invest trust moneys in meal estate; they wepe
also empowered froni time to tinie ini their diseretion to vary the
"4securities" in whieh the trust funds wore invested. The lantd
in question had bnen purchased as ail investinent for part of the
trust funds, and the point was whether under thp power to vary
the ''Iseeurities " the vendors liad any implied power to re-secil the
Iandlu question. Farwell, J., held that the word %vcrtis as
used as a synoryon for ý'inivestments'" and that the trusivoi; iad
an iriiplied power to re-seli the land in question ±'oilowing Ma re
Rayner (1904) 1 Ch. 177.

VENDOR AND PURCIHÂSER-POSOMF30RY TITLE-LA~Nf SU.'3.JCT TO
RESTRICTIVE COVENANT--NOTicE-REAý PRUPERTY liI MIT.t.
TioN ACT 1833 (3 & 4 W. 4, c. 27) s. 34--(B.S.O. c. 133,
S. 1)

ln re Nisbet & Pôtts (1905) 1 Ch. 391 is a very imiportanit
decision under the Real Property Limitation Act (sc R.S.0. e.
133, s. 15). The question arose x,.nder the Vendors and Pitir-
eliasers Act. The vendors Plaimed to have become entitled to
the land in question as5 sucessors iu titie of R person w'ho had
acquired a titie thereto by possession. The vendors objected that
titie could not be miade beeause by deed made in 1867 atid
another in 1872 the land was subject to certain restrictive. coveii-
ants forbidding the erection of any shops on the land, or any
buildings whatever within 30 feet of the roa. The vendors when
they acquired, titie had accepted a titIr comnreneffig in 1878, and
elaimed to have purchased ivithout notice of the covenants. Had
they callee. for a forty years' titie, as they were utitled to, they
would, probably, have acquired notice of the covenants. Farupli,
J., held that a restrictive covenant is like an easemnent and is not
necessarily barred by an adverse possession which ouyextiin-
guifshes the title of the righthil owner, but not th-P equitable


