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objecte as the trustees may in their uncontrolled discretion from
time to time determine. " The trustees applied for leave to apply
the income to medical charities in Scotlarid, but Joyce, J., lheld

that the charity muet be administered, and the scheme carried
4 into effect, within the jurisdiction of 4.le court, and could flot be

applied to any charities in Scotland.

WILL-CONSTRUCTION-GII'T To A., B., C., AND' TEIR CHILDREN-
GIPT OVER ON DEATII op' A., B., C., LEAVING,1 NO CEILORE-
REALTY-CHATTELS REAL-EXECUTORY BEQUEST OR LIMITA-
TION OVER ON DEATE OP PIRENT-R-ULE IN XVIL!' S CASE.

I:. In re Jones, Leivis v. Lewis (1910) 1 Ch. 167 niay be con-
sidered as an illustration of the benefit which sometirnes accrues
to the profession "'froiin the jofly testator who makes his own
will. " In this case lie succeeded in so framing his testamentary
wishes as to rai se sundry nice points, and though probably huass-
fully ignorant of the rule ini Wiid's case, or the intricacies of the

cutory devises and bequests, yet hie neverthelesq managed to
stumble into them in stich an inartificial way that no xneaning
could lie given to has intentions without th#, assistance of a
court of law. By the will in question leaseliold and real estate
were given to his wifc for life and after lier death ''whatever
may he left" after discliarge of ail claims against thle estate,
was given to his children in the following proportions 2-5 to lbis
son and 3-5 to bis two daugliters in two equal shares, "and to
the child or children of the three said children. In case of any
of iny children dying and beering no legal issue, the share or
shares of tloge dying to be giveni to the surviving child or
childrcn of such as wilI bie dead-niy daughters' and grand-

daulitrs'sliresto lie iîîdependent and free froin a]1 litisbands.'
-is wife survived the testator; only one of the grandchildren

was born during lier life. An application was mnade hy the
threc chil<lren for the determination of thieir-interests. It was
contcnded that under WVild's case tliey took a fee tail iii the
realty, and as to the personalty that the gift to the chlldren was

r concurrent, and consequently only the grandchild born in
the lifetirne o? the tenant fox life was entitled to share. and those
children who had no issue at the death of the tenant for life
were consequently entitled absolutely. Joyce, J., however, held

4 that no child ivas entitled at present to his or lier share abso-
lutely, but that ecd share upon the death of tic child was euh>-
ject to an executory bequest or limitation over to hie or, lier


