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this âtipulation Nvas illegal. and that the consideration being bad ini part, the&
securitics were- voici altogether.

WILL CNT o..irTG L8-~UTIV1MA~ OIE? TU VNILD op MEMBER OP~ CLMb .

WHO SUÂLL DIB IN Ti1STAÂi'OR'g LXPETIMII-OBXLD OP MUÈMBBa WJÎL W"1 DMAD AT DÂTU 0* WiL.,

Ii- C/iiaj', C/ei;weýy v. Hii3 3. Chy. D. 614, the construction or a will was
ý4 involved. .The testator-had bequôathed-a share of-his estate-upon trs to-Cvsz

the principal moneys and pay the incorne to bis sisters andi nieces for lire for
their separate use, and after the death of each sister to aprply lier share for the
benehit of his nieces equally upon the trust of their originial bharcs ; 'land after
the dcath of eachi niece, upori trust, to pay lier share to each of hcr children as
she shall by uill appoint, and in default of appointnlent to bier children
eqtiahiy on attaining tvenity-one years, andi if nlo such chilciren, then on trust for
the suirvivors or survivor of iny said nieces. If niy niece shal! die in my lifetime
lier share shahl be for the benefit of hier child or childrcn, but if no such children
who shall attain twenty-onc, then such share shal! bc for the benefit of rny
su rviving nlieces cqually upon the saine trusts," The question was whether the
child of a iliece whlo dieci before the date of t1he mrihl was etititled, and Stirling, J.,

foloig /rîstopher.von v. Nay/lor, i Mer. 32o, and dissenting rom In re Smüt/i.
t is,5 Cl»'. D. 497 11, belci that she wvas not ;altbough at the saine time saying

that, apart from authority, the inclination of bis opinion would bc in favor of
fohlowing the decision of the late Master of the Rolis in the latter case.

MÂRRIED WOMîss's1 PROI'ERTY Ac'r, 1882 (1...c. 132, s. 5, S.H. 2, 1;. 20)-I4TnILEST OY
MARIED WONIÂ-< IN FUND 8917LYD ON FORMïER YAlltlAC;F.

In i-e OtIs/Ozw, PlOîVden v. Cyor,39 Chy. D. 622, involves a question under
the IMarried Womnit's l'roperty Act, 1882 (R£0.. c. 132). l3y a marriage settle-
ment mnade in 1878, a Uuind %vas settlcd. to pay the incomne to the %vifé for IiUe, and
during lier thein întendcd coverture, for- hier separate use, andi after ber death the

ýÏ1 fund wvas to be held, in default of children in trust, for such person as the wife
shoulci, during coverture by will, and wvheil discovert by deed or will, appoint,
andi in default, if the wvîUe should sui ve the hiusband, in trust for hier, hier execu-
tors, administr-ators, and assigns. The busband died in t88o, andi there was no
issue ofkhc marriage. 111 1887, the wife married again, andi the question nov
iaiscd. wvas %vhether the wife wvas entitled to an absolute transfer of the fund,
an d Stirling, J., held that she xvas.

MAR!ItrîS WOMAN- UNnx)SPO.sR OP' SUPARATU PEIlSOIAL ES&TATE.

it-e Lamb'er, Staitton v. Lambert, 39 Chy. D. 626, may be referreci to as
shoiving a slight difference between the English Married Women's Property
Act, 1882, and the R.S.O. c. 13;2. Under tbe former, as appears from this case,
the husband is entitled tr' the undisposed of separate property of bis deccaseci
wife, as if the separate use created by the statute haU neyer existed. But under
R.S.O. c. 132,,s. 23, where the wife leaves cbjîdren, hier undisposed of separate
estate is to be distrîbuted in the same proportions between the husband andi


