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the mortgage has expired, entitled te six inontha' notice of payment, or six
months' interest in lieu cf notice, as in the case cf other mortgages. This right,
however, doos net exist iu this Province, as regards inortgages miade after ist of
JuIv., 1888, tinlcl;s e\lpressIN, stipulated for. See 51 Vict., c. 15, s. 2 (0.)
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lit Carter v. Silber (i8qî), 3j Ch. ý53 two infants înarried cach other; a lnar-
riage settleitnut \\,as mnado etw theni, ajiproved by- the court ou behalf of the
wife, but %vithout the sanction of the court as regarded the husband. I3y the
settlement the lîusband's rather covenanted to pay the trustees _Ct500 a year.
w~hich w~as te ht paid te tlic htsband aîntil somle evout shotuld happen xvhereby
the sanie, if absolutel\- belon ging to tie husbaud, would becoine vested or pay-
able te soine ether person, iii whirch eveut there Nvas a discretionarN. trust over.
l'li sottioeutit comitailuod a coveuant on1 Uic part of the hulsband te settie alter
acquired preplcrt\. Thu, setticineut was madle lu October, 1883, andc the
hiusband attaine lus iiitjeriit\ ii Noemuber, 18,83. Il 18l(87 his fathei died, auid
hoe thon becamu entitled tu property-, which lie rofiisod te settie, and repudiated
thu settlienet. Lt \\as hoeld b\- Remuer, J., that hoe was eutitled vvithiu a roason-
ablu timue after attaimuing his majorit 'v tu repuidiate the settlimout, anîd tnuder the
circutnstan-os hoe had repiffliatcd it within a reasouable tinie but that lie xvas
bouud te r(,ïa\, sunis reccived after his fatlîer's death undor the settiemuont, ami
that out of such muiccys, and anN- others which, the husbanid \vas entitled te

nder the suttieent, the parties xwho wvere disappointed by the husbaud's repli-
diatien were entitlod tu bc comensatud -,and it was heod that the trastecs of
the settiemount were entitled te be repaid the sumns p-.aid te the hiusband after his
futhe(rs death, out of the muolev comnug te the hulsband frein his father's ostate.
iii p)roritv, te tho hutsbauuiiI's triîortg.agees and his trustee under a deed ot arrange-
ment :and that the hnsband's roptîdiatiou of the settiomient werked a ferfeiture (if
the animity of L'1500. aud that the discretionary? trusi over teck effect.
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Littlec v. Porl l'aiboi (i8gi), A. C 499, is an admiralty, case of ne special interest
in this countrv, except as sho-wNing the oxtrerne inconvenience te suitors of a
court of ultiniatc appcal being coenpoed cf an even nuniber of judges. It
necessitated this caso boiug twico argued before the H-ouse cf Lords ; and in a
recout case befoe tho P'riv'y Counicil (K'iigstoitc v. Baldwin), the same delay and
expeuse lias aise beemu occasioed, ewing te the like cause. Lt is about tinie
that the responsiblo anitherities should take effectutai steps te prevent the recur-
ronce cf this grif-vauc--fer it is a grievance, and a serious ene, tee. It
occa'-'ens net oniy- a good deal of delay, but a great wvaste of nioney iii cests,
whichi are already sufficiently, burdensonic on litigants.

BuLLO oF xcHANGiN-AccEITANC1 QýUALlitLet--WOR»u PROH1IBITINO TRANsIrER-ACCrPTANCEn IN VAVORt Ci
D)RAWvER oNu.Y-11LLS OF EXUHANGz ACT, 1882 (45 & 46 Vxcr., c. 6r). Ils. 8, 19, 36-(53 Viar., Q.
33, 88- 8, 19, 36, ())»

Meyer v. Decroix (i8gi), A. C. .52o, is ah appeol from the decision Decroix v.
Meyer, 25 Q B.D, 34, neted affle Vol. 26, P. 483. A bill of exchange was drawn
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