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Tjhe oiily c.ase in the Probate Division to

which we think it necessary to draw attention

is in re Mvoo, z2 P. D. r4l. ln this case a

* will, which after execution had rernained in the

custocly of the testatrix, was found in her re.

positories after ber death, with her own signa-

taie and the signatures of the attesting wit.1

negges 8cratched out as with a knife; and it

was held that there had been a revocation of

* the will %within the requireeints of s. 2o of tlic

Wills Act (R. S. 0. c. 1o6, S. 22).

Sip'Arg IiSTÂTrR R1&FTRAX5T ON4 AN'riciiATo;IO-AY-

.Ii5T TGO MAftSE> WOMAN VNOELK 0ROF1i SVtm1iM

QUXNTLY 1fl1VZH5lt4; AIAR5110) WtOM&NN I'IIUI'KKfTY

ACT, IA92

'lflirflif tiow tu thL cases in the Chancery
D)ivision, Ian fl ixon. Dixoei v. Sinih. j5 Chy.

1). 4, 6irst claims attention. In this case a
feinale infant boing entitled ta a residuary

* share of personalty contigently on bier attain-
ing twenitv-ote, at the age of sîxteen inarried >

in the Yeal- 1879, hiavin.- first exectited articles
foi- the settlemneît of all property tu wvhich she
allight beCoîne entitled, but the sanctio-a of the
<'oirt iiider the Infants Settiemient Act wvas
not applied for. tJnder these articles she
took a life interest in the fund. with a restraint
on anticipation. On the gth November, 1884!
4iae attairied tventy-onc, and in September j
1885, &J,ooo being the bulk of her share, vas
.Paid to lier on her- separate receipt under an

-order of Bacon, V.-C., made under the au-
thority of Baynton v. Cols, 27 Chy. D. 604,
on the. ground that the settiemient was flot

biuding on her. The trustees of the settie-
ment appealed, and the Court of Appeal held,
iii accordance wvith Reid v. Reid, 3i Chy. D.I
402, that shte was not s0 entitled, and that the
fond was subject to the trusts of the settle-

* ment, and that the sum paid to the married
wonian ought to be refunded. She refunded

£7,ion, but having spent the renîaining £i,goo
was unable to refund it. Subsequently, a sum
of £1,648 9s. 7d. for arrears of incarne on the
fund, part of which accrued before the mnarried

woman attainedl twenty-one, was paid to the
trustees of the set tlement, and they applied to
theé court for directions as ta its application.
The inarried woman claixned to be paid the
%vhole arrearý, on the ground that under Pike

v. Pitzgbbon, 17 Chy. D- 454 the restraint on
anticipation prevented the application of the
arrears of incarne in reduction of the £z,qoo
of capital unrefunded by her. But the
Court of Appeal held that so mnch of the ar-
rears as accrued before the married woman
attained twenty-oue was part of the capital of
the fund subject to the settlement, and that sa
much of the incarne as accrued between the
date of ber attainîng twenty-one and the date
of the order of Bacon, V.-C., should be re-
taineci by the trustees to make good the £x,qoo
unrefrinded, and that the balance only should
be paid ta the married woxnan. The Court of
Appeul held Pike v. Fitzgibbois not to apply,
as there the liability sought to be enfarced
arase on contract.

INPAYT-MARIO5I WOKÂi-POSV NUPTIAL B1111rLaEZNT

-WARD 0WP 0OURlT-IqFÀWlT BETTLZMHST ACT (B. S.
0. c. 40, ai 85).

Buch~naster v. Buckinaster, 35 Chy. D. 21,
throws a perhaps sornewhat unexpected light
on the effect -if the Infants Settlernent Act
(R. S. 0. c. 4o, s. 85). In this case a yaung
lady aged eigbteen, being a ward of court, con-
tracted marriage withont the leave of the
court, and subsequently an order was made,
directing an inquiry whether there had heen a
valicd marriage, and if su, what the inf-ant's
fortune xvas, and what wauld be a proper
settiement; and a settlement of the infant's
fortune, which consisted of a reversionary in-
terest in personalty, was thereupon executed
with the approval of the court. During the
coverture the tenant for life relinquished her
life estate iii one.fifth of the fund, which
was paid over ta the trustees of the settlement.
Suhsequently, on accotint of the husband's
miscondiact, a divorce was granted. After this
the tetiant for life died, and the question arase
whether the marriage settlement was binding,
the praperty settled having been a mere re-
versionary interest. Bacon, V..C., held that
the settlement was bindîng, either under the
inherent jurisdiction of the court over its
wards, or under the provisions of the Infants
Settlement Act, uotwithstanding that the re-
versiotiar interesz hart not been reduced into
possession during coverture. But the Court
of Appeal unani nouely reversed this decision,
holding that the court had no inherent power
ta compel its wards to execute settiements of
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