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agreement as ta possession d -d flot d ivest Frankenheims right of propeft-y, whiehï
he had passed ta the defendant; but on appeal Fry and Lapes, L.JJ., revensed,
his decision, and gave judgment for the plaintiff an the giroand that the spetial
agreement betweefl him and Frankenheim had the effect of vesting in hirn, a
special property in the box, which gave him at right ta the possession bath as
against Frankenheim and any ane claiming under him. Sec Gunn v. Burgms,
5 O.IZ. 685.

ADMINISTRATION BDONO, BREACh OF CONDIXTION OF-L&dAc'< TO MINOKt, FAMLTJA TO PAY.

Dobbs v. Itrafti (1892), 2 Q.B. 207, was an action upon a bond given by an
administrp.trix with the will annexed, among other thi.ngs conditioned well and
triuly to administer the estate, Iltha-t is tu say, pay the debts of the deceased
whiçh lie did owe at his decease, and then the legacies contained in the said will.'
The administratrîx got in the estate and paid the debts and legacies, with the
exception ùf £50 due ta a nxinor. To rneet this Iegacy she handed over £5o ta
lier brother-in-law, who did flot pay the rnoney over and could flot be found.
The residue of the estate was distributed, and nothing remained to meet the leg-
acy ta the minor. The action was brought by a guardian of the legatee ta
whom the bond had been assigned under an order of the court. Pollock, B., was
of opinion that there had been no breach of the condition, and dismissed the
action; but the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Fry and Lapes, L.JJ.)
reversed his decision, holding that the maonent the administratrix had parted with
the estate, s0 that she could flot fulfil her obligations to administer it, there wa«s
a breach of the bond, and they refused to accede ta the contention of the d(:fend-
ants t1hat there could be nc; breach of the bond until the legacy wvas actually pay.
able.

P'RAUr)1u 1.NT PRIFRRENCE-V7OiD ILL OF S,'LE-Bit.L 0F SALE GIVEN IBONA FIDE TO CORRECT MISTAKE

IN PRIOR BILL 0F SALE.

In rc Tweedale (1892), 2 Q.B. 216, although a bankruptcy case, rnaybeshortly
referred ta here, as bearing in some degreeon ourlawrelatingto fraudulentprefer-
ences. A debtor shortly befare his bankruptcy executed a bill of sale by which
lie assigned his furniture ta bis wife ta secure advances bond fide made by hier.
Subsequently discovering that the billof sale wasvoid, in consequence of its includ.
ing after-acquired property, irnmediately before his bankruptcy lia executed an-
other bill of sale assigning the sanie chattels ta his wife with the intention of correct-
ing the error in the previaus bill of sale, and there wvas evidence that the debtor
believed hirrnself under an obligation ta give the fresh security; and it was held
by Williams and Collins, JJ., that this did flot amount ta a fraudulent preference
of the wife to the other creditors within the meaning of the Bankruptcy Act.

FRHTBILY SOCflRT-DiqPUTE 13RTWEEýl; MEMBER ANI) SOCIETY-DISPUTE AS 10 WHETRER A PsXSON

A AIMEE.

WVilliS V. 1VOUS (1892), 2 Q.13. 225, WaS an action brouglit by the plaintift'
who claimed ta bc a member of a friendly society, to restrain the defendant-3
(the society and its officers) froni excluding him from, membership. On a motion

os Carrent Englisà Decis,
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