
~'h te grntôrwas enitiedi, inter au, toa reversionar itrest ini certain elayX

J~ stok staning in the nanes of trustées. The annuity was paid for t..ty.o

L1~ Yeats, until the Earl's death. Thé roal estate was thon fouindlt-0 inu et4~~
t~ provide for the annnity, and his personal, estate was insufficient te pay hWs4.ebtý. -_0

S The question consequently arose whethet the annuitant had a piior right ovo
creditors in the reversionary interest in the railway stock; and Chitty,jet

S that the deed did net create a perfect, and complete equitable charge onth~

stock, because the stock was flot given or transferred by the deed, and thereoe$

'~that the. creditors were entitled to priority.

1,2ýsSOlR AND LE59EE,-AGRE~mExr FOR LEASIC-USUA. COVENANTI-qrOVTS.O F'OR RE-ENTiti.

an^ lt re Anderton & Milney, 45 Chy.D., 476, thle shoert point was wnetner, under .ýî

edt ' agn reement: for a lease which was to cotain the ustual covenants, te insure

from loss-by fire, repair, and pay retaial outgoings, etc., a proviso for re-.
entý cul beinertdnotony fr on-ayentofrent. u also for breach o

an f the clauses, covenants, and assignments, contained in the lease. Chitty
l'y J.,held (following the rule laid down by' James, L.J,, ini Hodgkinson v. Crowe, Io

d. ChV. 622) that the proviso slhould be confined te the non-payment of rent.
hif i 'nas be well to note that the lessee had paid a premiumn for the lease, which

ed was aiso an element in the case which was considered of importance.
ng

VESl)OP AND) PtRCHASER-CONTlACT BY I.E'TTIUi-SPEICIFIC PERFORMM',C-OIFlIR AND~ ACCEPTANCE.

od Bedlainy v. Debeythain, 45 Chy.D., 481, wvas an action for specific perform-
nd. ance of a contract for the purchase of land. The contract was contained in a
ty.à correspondence ; the defendant claimed that there had neyer been a complete
ait contract. The defendant made an offer which was accepted; subsequent letters

he. were written as to executing a contract, and somne subsequent correspondence

~d. took place as to its terms; and the parties flot being able te agree on its ternis,'ý,
ar the defendant refused to go on with the negotiations. It was contended that the

negotiations which followed the defendant's offer and its acceptance showed. th at :ý'
there was ne complete contract, but North, J., was of opinion that where there

is a clear offer and acceptance, subsequent letters showing that the vendor

Id wished te add ternis to the contract whic.h the purchaser refused, would net
enC entitle the latter ta annul the valid contract which the offer and acceptance
18had created. But inasrnuch as in the present case the plaintiff had caused

the whole difficulty by insisting on the insertion of terms into the formai, con.
ha.,I tract te which he was flot entitled, he thought that .it would be inequitable

tY to enforce specific perform ance of the contract, and he disrnissed the action with-

5. ont costs.
LlgrACi IN LIEU OFt DOWERt--.LNTRE6TI.

aylit re Bignoid, Bignold v. Bignold, 45 Chy.D., 496, the cnly point decided by..
isNorth, J.,. was that a legacy to the testator's widow i, . u of dower béat'

t intereat only frora the expiration cf a year frein the testator'a death. Althoue.,

Ys a legacy te a widow usiually carnes interest frein his death, yet where it is a ca;
ec# Ïn x which she is put te her élection between the legacy'and her dower, the. r


