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by the. Statutes of Limitations; but Warrington, J~,held that
although that was undouL ýýy the e there. was nothingý in the
statutes which had the sf et of barring their claim on the
mnley -a ýCut .ad-hetherýefýore held- that the mortgffrs--were
not entitled to the money except upon the ternis of their paylng
the. mortgage debt with intereat at 5%7 f roi the date of the
mortgage.

VENDOR AND PUEOHtAE3-8J1TLEMENT-POWIM 0F APPOINTMENT
-TRUSTEES D!P.ECTED TO PAT AND TRtANS1ER--PoWER 0P SALE
-OUTSTANDING LEGÂL i@sTÂT»-DzDu0ixG TITLE.

itn re Adams & Frost (1907) 1 Ch. 695, two points were
invol-ed. By a niarriage settiement the trustees were empowered
on the death of t1xe husband and wife "to pay and transfert'
the trust estate pursuant to the will of the. survivor. The settie-
ment also. contained a power for the trustees to seil the property.
The husband died and by hie will appointed the. property to the
trustees of hie wvi1l with power to them to seli. They having sold
the question was raised by the purchaser whether they or the
trustees of the settlement had the power to seli and Warrington,
J., held that as the trustres of the settiement were "to pay and
transfer" the estate to the trustees of the will, the power of sale
ini the settiement was superseded and the trustees of the wvil
were now the. proper persons to seil and had a right to eall for
the. conveyance of thie legal estate. The second point arose on a
condition of sale which provided that every deed or instrument
which should b. necessary for getting in any outstanding estate
or interest for completing the vendors' titie should be prepared
by and at the expense of the purchaser, who should also bear the
expense of doing every act needed for perfecting the assur-
ance by ail partit-, other than the vendors. This the venclors
claimed threw upon the purchaser the expense of deducing titie
to the legal estate, but Warrington, J., held that it did nlot, that
the. vendors were bound to deducu the titie, and having don. so,
the condition m~erely required the purehaser to bear the expense
of any conveyance needed for getting it in,

HJGHÂY-EDIÂTXN-LESEP--U OP0 LAND DY SUE-USUREE
,j WTOONSISTENT WITH DEDICATION.

In Corselfs v. London Gounty Cotfdl (1907) 1 Ch. 704 the
neat point decided by Neville, J., is that it is not possible for a
bassee of la.nd to make an effectual dedication of any part of the


