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compauY--ST1-rToal FowEE-PcwERt or: coupàjiY Tro cuHÂk srami,
LA-ID-CHARGE TO SECCUK EXISTING DFST.

In S!g'v. -IeàdwY COigf~m . (1903) 1 Ch. 169, the
plaintif, a sharelmulder in the defendant company, applicd for an
injunction to restraiî1 the company from giving a charge on its
surplus iands to one of its crtedituný. The company w-as inàcor-
porated by statute {whicb did flot incorporate the Land Clauses
Act", and was cmpowvercd to borrow mnoney ipon a securit% of a
mortgage (if their undertaking. but no expmss power was given to
mort.gage their surplus lands. Eady, J.. held that the compan%
could cge-ite a vai~d charge upon. their surplus lands to secure an
existing iebt in respect of w~hicli the creditor might recov-er
judgmcnt and obtain execution against the lands, and the Court
uf Aippeal 'Williami, Stirling. and Cozcns- liardy-, L-JJ affirrmed
his decision.

ASSISUIMENT OF *mEuSIouARY IRTEREST-NoTicE OF ASSIGNEST -1

TRI-STRE->itiOltITY-DFATII OF TRUSTER AF-tE NOTICE OF ASSIGNUMENT.

In te PhdlzIPs '1903) 1 Ch- 183 , -as a cuntest for pr'iritv
between two asf;ignees of a rever-4unarv- intcrest. The first assignef
in point ut tirne give notice of bis a,;signimeiit to une ut s,ývcral
trustees, but it did flot apix-ar that lie comniunicated the notice to
his co-trustees. lie (lied, and a second assignment of the interest
wvas made and due notice tiiercuf w~as given to ail the thrc existing-
trustees, and it wa.-i held by Kekewich. J., that the se'cond a-,signe
was entitled to priority, ovcr the first, foliowvîng Tippson v. Ran.ç-
boutoin, 2 Keen 35 ; 44 RR. 183.

HUSSANO AND WIFE-PoLicy OF ASSICRANCE EFFECTE> BY HC-BfAND FOR

BESEFIT 0F HIS WIFE AND CHILDE -- DEATII 0F WIFR, AND RF-MEARtRIAGE.

0F HeSSBA-D-'ARRIFID WVOMEigS PROPERtTy AcT., 1882 (4S &t 46 l"IC, L. 73j
s. i i -(R-S 0. c. 203. s. 169).

In Prc lruwe, Br-ottnc v. B,-o-ane ýI 903) 1 Ch. M 8. Under a
clause iii the 'Married Womev's l>roperty Act, 1882, S. 1 1, sirnilar
in its provisions to, R.S.O. c. 203, s. 159, a man effected a policy,
uf insurancc on bis lifée " for the benefit of bis wife and childrcn."
After the policy liad been effected bis wvife died. leaving scvcn
childrcn surviving ; and the assurred aftenvards married again andÀ had a child by his second wife. On his death the question arose

j who wvas entitled to the insurance moneys. Kekewich, J., lheld that
the wifc and child uf the second marriage wvere entitled to


