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empowered to expend from time to time for that

ý.hét' Periods may bc, and are, suggested for the deter-
the period of maintenance so as to bring it within

'0né the lifetime of the trustees and the survivor of
qther, the life -of James, thedevisee for whose benefit

Il in question primarily enures. It is uùdoubtedly
th4t 4 trustee cannot delégate to another a diseretion
Iý"ýTo alone. The same would, of course, bc truc of a

teeA eonsisting of two or more. A testator or settlor
Y go express a discretion with respect to the trust

44 tO inake it exercisable only by the named trustee or
bY no one else. But that, in my opinion, bas notýM thls case. The words of the bequest are "I give

"4"'equeath to, my executor executrices and trustees
.be Useýd and employed by them in their discretion

Olfttion of a majority of t)hem . . . with full
'rîtY to them to m-ake sales, " etc.

to In re Smith, Eastiek v. Smith, [1904] 1 Ch.d pe-nshawý [1891] 2 Ch. 261; the Trustee Act,
26> sec. 4, sub-sec. (6).]

able 'to derive *from the language any evidence
10 confine the benefit to the life of the devisee

Iln land the two granddaughters, or of any of the
lault, as it seems to me, of both the suggested
that they ignore the circumstance, clearly de-I"tttatoi. hiniself, that the final distribution should

UPOR a sale by some one.

OOUrt, in the cases before referred to in 24
189Y the conclusion was arrived at that the be-PPnIý legatees were void ýbecaus« of the remote-

tai4t3l of the event upon whieh they were to be-
w« a correct conclusion in those cases,

conclusion here; aÙd, after muchconsidera-"ýnP8I'ýd tO uy it is not, much as 1 would prefer
LI Ongistent with legal principles, it could

"PI'eu, himself in lafflage which is cap-
sud aPPlied to the subject-màtter, and

the Mlu of law which regalate the power
Uds k'either pai-ticular, and in this case

QN: k 'Due or the other a»d probably in both,


