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i<ekewich, Jheld that it was 8uch suinm as at the price of the day will purchase suffi-
cient Gavemrment 2j % stock to pioduce the annuity free of charge for brokeragei

DEEUD-CONSTRutCTION-MaINE-RSERsRvÂTîO* OF RIGIIT To MINE, EFFECT OF-MISTAXE.

Sutherland v. HeIathcote (i891), 3 Ch. 504, discloses a somewhat curious statt
of facts. The plaintiff's predecessorE in titie had in 1'/831 in pursuance of a
power of appointment then vested in them, granted certain lands ta the défend. '

ant's predecessor in titie, reserving ta themselves and their heirs full and free
liberty ta get and carry away the coal within the said lands. The plaintiff had 1

offly recently become aware of his rights under this deed, and neither he nor bis?
preclecessars i titie had ever worked the cu>al therein rf-.rred ta; and, in 1877, the
plaintiff had accepted a lease from the defendant of a portion of such coal. The
plaitff naw claimed the exclusive right ta the coal by virtue af the reservation of
thu deed Of 1783, and the action wvas brought ta establish his title. he also claimed
to haee the lease Of 1877 set aside. WVilliams, J., disrnissed the action an the
ground that the reservatian in the deed af 1783 aperated nat as an exception,
but as a re-grant, by the defendant's predecessor in titie, of a. license; and the
deed did flot cantain a sufficient indication of an intention ta exclude the
grantar, and, therefore, that the plaintiff was flot entitled ta the exclusive right
to the coal which he clainmed. He also l.eld that the plaintiff was flot entitled
iii the present action ta a. rectification of the lease, because his dlaim ta that'
relief was based on his alleged exclusive right ta the coal, which had failed.
Tt rnay be noted that the crucial point of the case seems ta be that the grantors in
the deed Of 1783 had nat the leýgal estate, but mnerely a power, and that the
rcervatiGn was flot in favar of the owners of the legal estate, but of the danees
of the power.

.<NRAT1.( M-'AEEARIC ON R I'RNI, Olt TIIRI? I'ERS0O -PROI'ERTY IN4l I'I.ItLTE AKTICLE- LiEN
FOR I'URCHASY M'EVN''-SU-COI-iACT.

Ji l3ell019Y v. I)atvtey (1891), 3 Ch.. 540, a question on the law~ of contracts is
discussed. The facts af the case are that l3rarnham & Co. had a contract with
Davey & Co. ta build twva ail tanks on the.ir premises, ta be paid for on cample.
tion. I3ramharn &I Ca. employed the plaintiffs ta do the work, and before the
tanks were completed, Bra:nham & Ca., who were a limited companv, becarne
insolvent and a receiver wvas appointed in a debenture holder's action. The
tanks wvere flot fixed ta the soit, but were taa heavy ta mave. The plaintiffs
claimed a declaration that the tanks were their property, and that thev were
entitled ta a lien an the purchase maney payable by Davey & Ca. ta Braînham
& Ca. for the price due ta theri, ain<l alsa an injunction r%ýýtraining Braniham &

* Ca. and the receiver fram receiviiig the purchase money without flrst satisfy-
ing the plaintiff's claim. Ramer, J., held that the property in the tanks wvas in
the plaintifis, as claiined, and he gave tlV p, intiffs the relief thev asked.

NIORT0.AGC-REtl)BbPTIOX AI'TER TIMP AI'POINTD-SIE MONTRS' INTFREST-MORtrGAGI-E OF REVERRION

IN 1 N FIN 1HCOURT.

In Siitit v. Srniih <1891), 3 Ch. 55o, Ramier, Jholds that à nîortgagee of a
reversior.ary inte-rest in a fund in court, is after, the timne fixed for redinnption by-


