
54 CANADA LAW JOURNAL.-

and of the tennt for life, ail of his next of kmn were disqualified
either by surnamne, or descent from Ambrose Bulcock. conse-
quently thiere were none of the reai next of kmn quaiified to take.
But at the death of the tenant for life there were blood relations
of the testator alive named Bb !cock, bemng grandsons of paternal
uincles of the testiâtor. Peterson, J., who, heard the application.
held that the effect of the wiIl was to create an artificial clams,
f0 consist of persons living nt the death of the fi-mant for life.
who were reiated to the testator, bore the ame of Bulcock, and
wvere flot descendants of Ambrose, and that of the p'crsons se
ascertained. the nearest in blood to the testator were entitled.

CONîTRACT-SAýLE 0F ARTICLE 13Y SUB-CONTRACTOR TO BE ERECTED
ON PREMISES 0F PURCHASER FROM CONTRACTOR--UB3-
Ct)NTRA'r-PROPEIITY IX I-%COMPL£TE ARTICLE-LIEN 0F
SUB--CONTRAýCTOR FOR PURCHASE 'MONEY-SALE 0F GooDs
ACT, 1893 (56-,57 ICT. c. 71) s. 18, R.5.

Pri'chitt v. Cuirrie <1916) 2 Ch. .515. The facts wvere that
Mrs. CuirriQ- had contracted m-ith a cornpany, wýhiehi was a co-
defen<lant, for ant vlectrical inst.illation lnri.-uthîig, inter alia, a
storage hattery for £1,363. The defendant eompany then

sîîb-cotratedwith the plaint iffs to suippix' and ereet the batterv
on Mrs. Currie's premises. The plaintiffs sent the materials
,or the hattery f0 the specified station. wheice thry were carried
bv the defendant corapanv to Nirs. Cuirrie's premises, but the
plaintiffs <11( not procc d %vith the erection of the battery, ani
it mvas uitirnateiv ron'plüted liv Ilic defendant company,. w~hich
suhseq(-(uelntlv went into liquidation. lit pursuaîîce of an order
mnade in the case, t'urrie pai(i into Court £269, part cf the balance
(hue l' bler to the (lefendant ompany, whereupon proeeedings
wvere stayed as against lier. And the contest wvas hetween the
plainitiffs andi-lie defendant cornpany as to wli of themn Nva.q
eîîtiftud to the rnoncv in Court. Tite Sale of Goods Act, s. 18,
laYs (lowf certain rudes for deterinining the question whether or
not tlic property of goo(is 501(1 passes to the buyer; and the Court
of Appeal (Lord Cozens-Hardv, M.l1., ani Pickford and Warring-
t9n, L.JJ.). morruling Sargant, J., held uipon the construction
of the stib--cintract, f bat it xvas Itot a contract for the -ale of a
coml)l<.e(i article, but of th(, cormpoTý,c(nt parts of the battery,
witli a stippleniental contract that affer delivery they siîoîld
be crected on (urrie's preîîîises; t.hiit the deiivery of the parts
wvas ,)ni ilncon(itional appropriation to the contract of goods
in a deliverable state withini s. 18, r. 5 of the Sale of Goods Art,


