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and the $1.00 to that of the remainder man, thore is stili no operation i
faveur of the 'latter, for the nioney consideration will .iot raise a use on a
covenant to stand soised.

Whother the convoyance be treated as a grant or as a covenant to stand
seised, the intention was that it altou'~ not become effective until the dcath
of the grantor. Alt.hough the Judge bold that the remainder ta B. wue good,
it ie impossible for the w-riter ta sec how it could stand. A remainder mnust
have a particular estate to, support it, and in this case, whatever complexion
the deed may assume, it must be taken flot to have passed aiiy estate at the~
tinie of its delivery; and, there boing no particular estate ta support the
reniainder ta B., it must fail as a vfflted remainder. If it could oporate at
all in favour of B3., it could only operate as a contingent rexnainder, expectant
upon the husband surviving the wife, and stili there is ne frechold estato ta
support it. Thus the problemt becomes more and more invoived by departing
f romn the simple ruIs that a freehold estate cannot hc created ta commence
in fu ro by a dced of grant, which the deed purported to be in ai ita ternis.

For thei purpose of the case, a better resailt would have been arrived nt
by se holding, than that whjch thle Judge reached. Holdng the deed ta bc
void as an attenipt ta croate a freehold estate in futuro, neither the husband
ner the remainder mnz would taire anything; and the mife would thus be able
ta, convcy the whole legal and beneficial interests ta, the purchaser, which
intereste ho was entitled ta rieeive. Whereas, by holding that the remainder
to, B. was good, the only declaration that could be made was% that the pur-
chaser wotdd ge the benelicial interest and ne regard is paid ta lais righit tri
reccii,e the legal Patate.

BANýKRUPTCIY-SEOURED CREDITOS

Decisions under the Act whieh camne into force on July lat,
1920. nue lgiiizzîing. Aiitoiig ile very first is Rosenizii-c v. Ilart,M

ex parie Coldfine, a judgmnent of the Quebec Superior Court,
dded(ç by Panneton, J., and reported in 56 DULR. 8.

It was held that an unpaid vendor of goods may ask for the
dimtohitioIt of the sale in ese of non-pazyznent of the price Pro-
vided. ini the case of insolveîîcy, the right be exercised withiin
thirty days of delivery (C.C. 1543>. A vendor in such a position
is a steured creditor within the rneaniing of secs. 2 (gg) and '6
(1) of the Bankruptcy Act and he rnay retcover the goods frorn
the trustee.

Au annotation on the above case by J. A. C. Camneron, M.A.,
1(.C., appears in the D.L.R..as follows:-

The qutestion involved hi titis decticu s (if Nvide importance, as the
question of provincial legisiation bearitig upon the flankruptcýy Act cornes
up for ceo1iS!der11t ion.i 'l lic hist parligrafflisi of the provisions tif sec. 6, slîh-e.


