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tryg :
_Ces ape empowered to expend from time to time for that
purpOSe_ P P

min',ggo other periods may be, and are, suggested for the d‘ete.r-
the I‘u(l)n Of the period of maintenance so as to bring it within
o5 ome the lifetime of the trustees and the survivor of
the . ¢ Other, the life of James, the devisee for whose benefit
the ruleVISIon in question primarily enures. It is und(')ubteglly
Ve&tedi thff‘t a trustee cannot delegate to another a diseretion
bﬁdy % him alope, The same would, of course, be true of a
Coulq eeril{s'ﬁees consisting of two or more. A testator or settlor
pr“pert 4mly 5o express a diseretion with respect to the trust

I8teag S o make it exercisable only by the named trustee or

anfl by no one else. But that, in my opinion, has not

d@vige e in thig case. The words of the bequest are ““T give

a‘fﬁresdi Pequeath to my executor executrices and trustees

o in the 4 = Used and employed by them in their discretion

Powg, 18eretion of g majority of them . . . with full
[ authority t, them to make sales,”’ ete.

f . . .
1ag, e;r;nce £ In re Smith, Bastick v. Smith, [1904] 1 Ch.
Lo ;’ll‘d V- Fenshaw, [1891] 2 Ch. 261; the Trustee Act,
e a: . 26, sec. 4, sub-see. (6).]
gf an int::}.l able to derive from the language any evidence

10n to confine the henefit to the life of the devisee

and the two granddaughters, or of any of the

g;n“truetiozgr?at fault, as it seems to me, of both the suggested
eq by thes’ 18, that they ignore the circumstance, clearly de-

Wy take »l estator himself, that the final distribution should
0 In the ‘D' ° Upon a sale by some one,
f ‘L-R. 183 1Visiong] Court, in the cases before referred to in 24
quest“to th: iy 189’ the conclusion was arrived at that the be-
g ang 1 cg:tel}mary legatees were void because of the remote-
o i: Entit)oq By 9f the event upon which they were to he-
tioy dls the I'H‘o that Was a correct conclusion in those cases,
3 1 not fer conclusion here ; and, after much considera-
4 eII) €Pared to say it jg not, much as I would prefer
o ause, if, congistent with legal principles, it could
ah).  ‘est;
hglil"ff 'be?:;:rulsgst eXpress himself in language which is cap-
of Ut keep wit}‘:}‘StOOd and applied to the subject-matter, and
he di:‘fpositio 3 n the_ rules of law which regulate the power
the bemy %Pinoy de fails in either particular, and in this case
Quegt is V()i:]_ 068, in one or the other and probably in both,




