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ýo determine the following question. The applicants were

t trustees of a mortgage of licensed premises as security for deben-
turc holders; the mortgage provided that on the application 01

d the mortgagors the trustees were to coneur in a sale of any of the
d mortgaged. premises and hold the proceeds ini trust fo, re-invest-
d ment. Licenses were refused in respect of part of the rnortgaged

1)rernises and compensation was paid to the trus~tees in respect
of sueh refuisai. The question xvas whether such moneys were
to he treated as procecds of a sale of part of the rnortgaged
preillises, and subject to the trust for reinvestnient, and War-
riligton, T., hield that they were, and that if the trustees had
thec requisite powers they iniglht invest such muoneys in the pur-
cliase, or on mortgage, of liccnsed premises, and, if so advised,
ini thc purchase or on mortgage of oCher licensed preinises owned
hy the miortgagors.

I NF~NTMA NTEANC- -N tANTTENANT IN TM11,-ORDEft SANC-

TI<)NINO MORVOAGE OFI' REMi ESTATE-REMAINDERMEN NOTI

PARJE-.1ISNTAINGDLEO 13Y WAY OF" MORTAGE-JURIS-

I)ICION-TRtYTEEAci, 1893 (5)6-57 'VCT. C. -53), ýS. 30, 33-
(R... c. 33(i, sýt. 11, 14).

li p*c la??iboroigli, lIuuibot-oiugh v. lIanboroigh (1909) 2
(Ch. 6$2( is characterize<i by Warri ngton, J., as 4'a somiewhat
<'xtraiordinaily case.'' It -.rises out of the eircuinstance that the
1ý'nghi8sh eourt, thoughi it lias jurisdîetion ta order the sale or
iiirtgage of in int'anUs real estate, to w~hich lie is entitled in pos-

esi(n, to provide for paînient of past miaintenianee, lias no jur-
isthietion to miake such order to provide fo 'tttir maintenance.
Ai w4 regards estateq, ta w-hiei an infant is entitled in remain-
dt'r, it lias no jtirisdc'tion ta ina!çc any order for sale or miortgage
eveni for past maintenance. Ronier, J,, in apparent forgetful-
nexs otf this distinction, on an application in Chamblers, miade an
order authxorizing the mortgage of tixe estate of an infant
tenant iii tail in reinainder ta raise inoniey for his future main-
tvnanre, and by a sul)seqlIent order assuîning to act und er the
Trustee.Aet, 1893, ss. 30, 33 (11.8.0. e. 336, ss. 11, 14), lie declared
thec infant a truistee af the estate and ordered certain persons to

eetethe itiortgage (in his blihai?, u-hieh incluided a disentailing
deed. which ivas duly enraflcd for the purpase of bRrring the
ejîtail. Thtis ivas an action at the suit of the person entitled in
reinainder expectant on the infant 's estate tail ta ive it declared
thiat this înortgage w'as nil and void, and that the e8tate re-


