
that remiîî js (of thle ilîroine wbeiî thle annîuil ies are uli uatelY
satisfied.

The faef thae the a unuities are payable amunai I v diwes iiot
inake the surplus iucoui of aii pvlari uular ý'-uau-irexoe

caia.It Ntili ruinaimls ilîeOnieJQ a ul ina1Y br resorted te), if eys
at() mieut the subsequentl * aceriuig miuîutY sa lus
Nothing was said upon the argument eoueerîîiug the prîorit 'v

of the annuities, but it is plain that the ainnujit to the wife, be-
ing iii satisfaction of ber dower, is entitied to prioritv.

The qluestions a skevd resern bic thome r4tised in lîe Ilrw i
(1912), 21 O.W.11. 562, 3 O.W.N. 936.

('omts of ail parties înay corne ont of the estate.

MlIDITON.', J1., IN t 'IAMBEu8. APRIL 9TI'î, 1915.

*RE M., AN INFANT,

ilan I-Cus.tody-IJ sband anîd Wýîf e &eparatioit .4greeiie n t
-Provision (Jiving IVif e Custody of Chlld with. Righi of
Access by! Hnusband-Meainq of "Access."

Muioxu by the father of an infant for' au ordler for it4 eus-
tody- , or. in the alternative, for an order eonstruing a separation
agreemnent so far as it related to the eustody of the ehild, a girl,
boni oi the 1lth July, 1912.

Upmn the separationf of the applicant fronu his wife, the
child 's mother, "'charge and control'' of the child were given to
the wvife, the applicant paying for its support and educatioîi-
the agreement flot being an admission on bis part that the wife
mhould alway' s have the eontrol and charge of the child. Lt xvas
8tipullatedl by the agreemnent that the applicant "shall have au-
oes to the said chiid at any reasonable time, upon sending notice
Wo (the wife) that he desires such access."

ht was arranged that the appieant 8hould have acessf to the
ehildl at the apartments of the wife 's mother once a week. The
applivant complained that during his visits the mother, as well
as the child's nurse, remainud. in the room with the uhild.

The motion was heard in Chambers.
E. G. Long, for the applicant.
G,. il. Kilmer, K.(.-, for the wife, the respondent.
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