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?OWra Op~ ÀPoîNTMENTr-ÂqTUz mi Or. Powmt-EFÀcTM.
SION OP SAXO£~ OP ZXVESTM!3NT BY DONUE OP POWER-
INVÂLIDITY.

1,4 ve Falonier, Property and Estate, Co. v. Prost (98
Ch. 410. In ii case a wife had, under her huabane. l will. power.
of appointment over trust property in faveur of her children.
She made partial appointinents in faveur of some of the child-
ren; -ad without niaking any appointment in faveur of the
others, she purported te, authorize the trustees to invest the trust
fund ini other investments than werm authorized by the will, in-
cluding mertgages of leaseholds. The trustees made such in-
vestinents, but Warrington, J., held that they had ne power te
invest upen leasehold security any funds representing shares
subject to the truste of the will and pasaing ini default of ap.
peintnient.

MARMID WOMÀ-N-REBTRtAINT ON ANTICIPÀTION-OOVENANT NOT
TO SIE.

Sprange v. Lee (1908) 1 Ch. 424 is ene ef those cases which
illustrate the peculiar resuit of a restreint against anticipation
by a married woman. In this case a separationi deed was nmade
between husband and wife whereby the huaband cevenanted te
pay £1,000 te a trustee upon trust te, psy the income te the wife
and to psy himn a further annual sum for her separate use wvith-
eut pewer of anticipation. Subsequently the husband cern.
menced divorce proeeedings, % ich were compromised, the wife
purperting te release the husband frein his cevenant to pay the
further annual. surn. This Meesse, however, by reasen of the re-
straint against anticipation was void; the wife, however, coven-
anted net toesue for any additional income or support beyond the
income of the £1,000. This wua paid te and accepted by her dur-
ing her life. She died bequeathing her preperty te sn adopted
daughter, and her legal persenal representative brought the pre-
sent action te recever the arreara ef the annuity on the ground
of the nullity ef the release given by the wife. The husbsnd
counterclaimed fer damnages fer breach of moenant of the wife
net te, sue and Neville, J., held that both plaintiff and defendant
were entitled te succeed en their claim snd counterclaim re-
spectively, ànd he therefere miade no> order exeept thut the plain-
tiff should pay the ceste of the action and counterolaim.


