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vendors acquired titie had heen made with reference io a plan;
and he expresses the opinion that in ai simple cases w'here a
plan would assist the description, the purchaser has a righit to
have ,a plan on the eonveyaiice.

WILIL-TItUSTb OF~ REAL ESTATE-POWER OP" SALE-CO'VERS-ION
AFTER DEATII 0F IIEIR AT ILAW-RE.%L Olt [ERSON-AL ESTATE.

In re D)ysoit, Challiinor v. Sykes (1910) 1 Ch. 750. Perhaps
since our Devolution of Estates Aet in Ontario, qluestions of the
kind discusKed in this came nîay not lie of much importance here.
The facts were that land had been devised in trust for Janie
l)yson for life with a gift over upon trusts that fiihd in Jane
1)ysonl's lifetime, so that the equitable reoiainder iii fee 1 ecallie
vesed ini the testator's heir et law under the wvîll thp truitees
lied an absolute power of sale over thec lanid, This pom-pr mwas
not exereised until after the dleath of t1w heir et law, and the
question was whether the proceeds were to hoe regarded as real
or personal etitate. Neville, J., held that the person entitled to
the lieir at law's real estate et the date of t', * sale, and not his
personal represent>itive, ivas eiftîtled to the proceeds of sale, lie-
cause the conversion did not titke plaee until the powei of sale
wîas execeised.

LANDLORD AND TENAýNT-COVLNANT NOT TO ASSIGN WITI-10tT

LEAVE-CONSENT NOT TO 13E NVITIIIIELL) }'OM "A RtEs.PECTAI3LE
AND) RESPONfflLi: PERF30N'-isINM1CNT TO A LIITED COM,-

PANY AF'TER CON>ENT REF.uS)VOF iTt'RT. OF LEASE.

WIwtv. Loulon Road Car Co. (1910) 1 Ch. 754 turns
tipon the construction of a etovenant in a lease not to assign with-
out tlie lessor 's eonsent. The lease provided that the consent of
the lessors Nvould not to bt. wîthheld to an assignaient "to a
respectable and respousihile person.'' Tho lessee degircd to as-
tiigu to a liniited eompany, and the leqsors refused to consent,
whereupon the lessoe asîgnud to the voînpany without consent,
and Neville, J., hcld that liy so doing.lie lied forfcýited. lus leaSe,
becautie a liiiited eoiupany is flot ''a respeetiihle andrepnie
per8on'' within the meaning of the convenanit.

LAXNDLORD AND TENANT-AMIITITY IN LE.A'SE-CotNTERtPRT-

FORPEITURE-REAuLxE AGAINST PtOREITRE-EGLIOENC.E.

In Mfaiticws v. Srndllivood (1910) 1 Ch. 777 three points are
decided by Parker, J, First, tInt whpro there is a patejît amn-


