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-Psiý.V. Allen, 1 2 M. & W. 279;' -buüt here
We have two distinct classes of the objects of

tde ise the one being children living at the
0et f the tenant for life, and attaining 21or 'MrrYing before the death, and the other

engchildren living at the death and attain-
'r21 or marrying after the death. * *
lt O enabie the second class to participate

"t 1s fecessary to read the gift to them as an
eX'ecu'tory dev ise. 'Ehe rule is that you con-
Strije everY limitation, if you possibly can, as
a.rernainder, rather than as an executorv de-
ite It is a harsh rule, why shoud 1 e\tend
tk Why shoud a gift that cannot possihy

~.eeffect as a rermainder, not take effect as an
OrcuQy devise ? I see no good reason why

I hldnot." And he refused to foliow
I& rcken v.Gibbons, L. R. 2 Ch. JD., 417,

sadwas, so far as he was aware, the14II other case in which the words here used
0ýcu.r.
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l*IIrLE.'NI-M. -COVEýNAN1' Bt INAN- I FF.

l*k e xt case, .Snit/z v. Lucas, p). 53 1, 15

P. 7nes v. Tredwel/, which we noted supra,
neUpon the effects of covenants in a~'~tage settlement. Dawtes v. Ti-eadwe/l is

'~trfrrcd to in -SIiihl v. Lucas, but the dis-
WvOuid appear to be, that in the latter

bs 1t as agreed and declared between and
Y te ari thereto, adthe husband oe

natdtat he and his .future wzife, and ailter fecessary parties, woulcl bring into set-tenttt after..acqtired property of the wife.
81tCh cSe, says J esseil, M. R., 1). 543 : " It isuie tted by authoritv that if the wife is of

t Plrov 150o or agreenient of that kind has
it i, afec o f a contract entered into by her;
or the Covennt on the part of the wife as

en P-art Of the husband." He %vent on
ail casee to hold that if the wife is a mîinor,
%h covenant is for her benefit, it is
liale OnlI and not void, and is binding

tlIre fl Propert conhing to her during cover-or lier separate use, wiithout a restrai -ni
thec until she avoids or disaffirmsCvnnt a-S to such property; but that if she
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elects to conform the -covenant, she thereby
binds only that separate property to which
she is entitied at the date of the confirmation.
As to this last point, he says, p. 545, after
referring to the recent case of Pike v. Fitzgib-
bon, L R. 1 7 Ch. D, 454: "JI think that the
power of disposai given to a married woman
as regards her separate property is simply a
power to dispose of Cxisting property, and flot
a power by contract, or quasi contract-for
she cannot strictly contract-to dispose of
other property while she is a married woman.'

HOTEI-RECFI VER.

In Tr-uman v. Redgrave, p. 547, the M. R.
ai)lointed a receiver and manager of an hotel
on the interlocutory application of the mort-
gagees, who had been prevented by the mort-
gagor from taking possession under the
mortgage, and also granted an injunction
restraining the mortgagor from interfering
with the management. He refused to listen
to the objection that if he appointed a re-
ceiver and manager of the hotel, the person
who had the license might be liable to be
summoned for some dereliction of dut>' on
the part of the receiver.

STATruii OF LIMITATIONS.

In the next case, Br-ay v. Tofield, 1). 551,
the question came up, whether a dlaim against
a testator*s estate on a promissory note wouid
be kept alive by reason of an administration
action having been commenced by another
creditor within the p)eriod aliowed by the
statLlte, although the decree therein was not
obtained until the said period had expired.
The M. R. held it wouid not be kept alive;
and he warns creditors not in future to rely
on the case of Sternda/e v. Hankinson, 1
Sim. 393 in which Sir John Leach, V. C.,
held that cvery creditor has, after the filing of
a bill in equity, an inchoate interest in a suit
instituted by one on behaîf of himiself and
the other creditors, to the extent of l)revent-
ing the former being held barred in equity
through his having relied on the latter obtain-
ing his decree within the six years. As to


