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or Property whatever, the same should be settle.d on the trusts dOfi;l:Zrzztttlfn
Mep, t the date of the marriage the wife was entitled to a veste b of
an “nascertained share of a fund in reversion, expectant upon t e d " the
£rain pergone The wife died in 1852, leaving her husband e
ling in question came into possession in 1888, the husband being stil ltVl'nid to
>3 helg that the covenant extended to the fund, and was not res :cu b it
Pl'()pe,.ty falling in during the coverture, where the husband survives, tho g
Youlq e S0 restricted where the wife survives,

NTS— UDICATA.
RUSTEE\BREACH OF TRUST—PREVIOUS ADMINISTRATION ACTION—INFANTS—RES J

rmay . Worman 43 Chy.D., 296, was an action brought against tru]stiif(—’;»
alleging a breach of t;ust and claiming relief. The breach of trust comp ah‘ N
of y, € purchase of an equity of redemption in certain property, upon wi 1cs
Par’t of the trust funds were invested upon a second mortgage. Aprevno:t
Actiop °r administration had been brought by other beneficiaries of tbe truhc;
Who also cdmplaine d of the same breach of trust, and the prese'nt plaintiffs, v:ier
:ere 0 infants, were served with the judgment in that action, and by or d
bad . erty to atter,ld the proceedings. That suit was ultimately comprOmlei
eff)re Y report had been made, and a petition was presented to the Cou.rt. °
M-nch € Present plaintiffs were respondents, praying inter alia that a pértmﬁn
mlg.ht € made ot}? the trust property, and that the sum of £2,500, which the
ﬁ:ﬂlnti In that action had agreed to accept as her share in the trust proﬁerte)g_
brert be raised ang paid to her, and the proceedings stayed. Thfe o
neeaches of trust were not referred to in this petition, th_ough all the E}C SdantS
nocte frewith were disclosed in the previous proceedings. Lhe ie enmade
as: “Ontendeq that the purchase of the equity of redemptlont h?:;:ggwi(:ﬁna view
to :'"l »1n the best judgment of the trustees, the best course to

i i f saving it from
a greaI:Ctmg the estate from loss, and which had had the effect of saving

Pr I loss, wag not a breach of trust, and even if it were, t‘he plaintnffs' wel:e
ec! rom com laining of it by reason of the compromise effected in the
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0

tion to which they were parties; but Kekewich, J., held the purcfh:ls:
ty of redemption was a breach of trust, becaus?, by the terms o e
Whay ., © tTustees had no power to invest the trust funds in that way, no ma
at eir motive ip doing so may have been; and further, that thflz former
dig 4S merely 5 compromise of the claim of the plaintiff in that acttlo;lt, ar;;i
ot €Stopp the Present plaintiffs from complaining of the same breach of trust.

€ equj
¢ q

: ONT.
AWARD By renbiNG TIME FOR MOVING TO SET ASIDE AWARD—ORD. LXIV., R. 7 (
RULE 485)

iy € POint of Practice decided by Kekewich, J., In re Oliver & Scott’s Arbitra-
h"‘S’% Chy, *» 310, was, that under Ord. Ixiv., r, 7 (Ont. Rule 485), the court
ti ﬂo‘w Power tq extend the time for moving against an award, although the
°'d:rhmited by 9 & 10 Wm. II1,, c. 15, s. 2, as enlarged by r. 14 of the same

* May have expired




