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M be de.nied ta have had notice of shortly before 23rd of July. On the part o
the vendors, it was contended that the purchaser was too, late in taking the ob<ý. r
jection; but North, J., was of opinion that the existence of the restrictavê.-
covenant constituted a valid objection to the titie, an-d that the purchaser Wa
niof pre.cluded by his delay frorn relying an it, and the.t he wvas entitled to be re.
1 eved froni the contract.

VËNDOE AND Pt!U(A.qE-VOLETARY ETTLx&iM,,r-SALLI tiy IUTRgsEs-TITLP-EVeENCE OF
.SETTLEMIENT.

Lli re J3rigg -Sie 181,2C.17 trustees claiming under a voluntary.,

k years after th dater of 8) th Cetiment, uls tcudb hw hth a
selenmenit dthast ate. The faumet was ~ StirhibJ ta efastuteb a

44 mtrute in therute s itt thr courrn of the salaidl beoisg coventa wthepurn..
c4hyasr andte ater pyn the urhas ofey1 the settlorEnt directiooud e h n tha i ab.

~' '~ *.{ ten truses yt wsc madtte Thisd not bes ored on a St irngt puchse a
causdoec tour 4vold t an assithl the objetio n e ri ofhs ossn l betee-

aund 1-s vea thc re was cnon nian the ascalnd bcunclnsivevn tha the settr-
mhaet vasnti the rst p insthne, ourchad nioe sbcte stlorbecoiectia st
mhent fruses vale uhattecudnt'efre na miln ucae

îM as OTthre CouMFrt wouF not sis~t it'OeN settlor htÀo ge id o is own sgIV weuement

met was Vnot iP the irstN intace orEN haN t o t>squnl beco.LI' aI0 ttiAE A

Iii re Jride, Shackcli v. C'biictt (i')91 > 2 Cli, 135. a persan claiinn ta be the
V ONvilur o-f tv-itsof the equiv tif redetuption ini nirtgaged property paid off

the înaortigage andI tank a .111nde ane ian assignînent of the mortgage as
ta i lie olne-sixi hsfiare wvhicli lie did flot claitît ta own sub)sequuintly the con-
vcVanIlce Of une und i vi ded one-sixth slia re in iithe eti u itv (if redempt ion unider which
tlic paver claiîni, Nvas set aside, and the owner of this share claimied that the

iï 'n-mortgage had been discharged as against lier, but Stirling, J,, hcld that the peu.
son avig of th inrtgge ust be presuîned to have init%?nded ti keep the mort-

gage alîve as against tlîîs share.

tii A.-I liRH -lEiI I'RQSACL I'tCIAEER IN i'$E>IN ANDt TI ACCEPTItU

->AYMENT OFP[URCHASE MONFY INTO CUT-TINTO GIVEg U' PG IN.

tIn Greiizc'voi v. Turner (i891), 2 Ch- 144, which w-as an action by a vendor'Yý
for speciflc performance of contract for the purchase af land, the plaintif f
mnade an initurini application ta compel the defendant ta pav his purchase money
into Court pendente lite on tîto ground that hie w~as in possession and had made î

iv;: no objection ta the titie. Kekewviéh, J., however, held that tht; defen'dant wvas.
entitled ta a month i which ta elect either ta pay bis purchase nmoneyit
Court or give up possession ; and that a purchaser in possession is always en.
titled ta this option unless hie bas done samiething which interfères with the'
value of the propierty.


