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WIL..- PIRPLTLITY -PEaWb.ALTY szlTTLED ON PERSON. WH<I

S11.-ýLL BECOME rXTITLED TO R£EALTY--CON.-rtRVCTION..

lIn rc At.-inson . Alkin4ton v. Alkinson (1916) 1 Ch. 91. Bv
the wiil in question in this case real and nersonal estate was giver.
to truste(-,. as to the personal estate for sale. and to pay the.
income thereol to the person, if any. who, under the trusts and
limitations of the miIl. should for the time bez- be tenant for
life of, or othersise entitled to the pw-'ssioni or receipt of thte
rents or profits of the realty. until such real estate should be-omn.
vested ini srne person who qheuîd hecome aduit tenant in tail
in possession of such realty and from and after that event as to
both capital and incomne of the per'.;onalty upon trust fiar such
last-mentiotied person ahsolutely: and as to the realty upon
1-ust for the testator's brother John for life, and after bis death
upon trust for the fir-t and every other son of bis said brot!ler
succmssively in remain(ter one after another. accor'iing to their
-4eniorities- in tail general. It wa:s admitted thât the trust of tFv
personalty in favour of John for lite was valid: but it was con-
tended that the subsequent trusts were v-oici for remoteness.
because the trust in favour of the aduit tenant in tail in pos-
session c-uld flot be construed a., applving only ta a tenant in
tail by purchasi . and w~ith thiý contention Sqrgint, J., agreed.

POWER OF AI'POINTMf.\T-3diTFD J'0WF.R-AýProINTIE\T TO
TRUSTEES FOR OHJEUTsý- OF POWFR-Tri.isFYR ('F FrNO.

Iii re Mlackenzie, Bain v. .I!ackcnzî2. (1916) 1 Ch.. 125. The
deîsion of AXzt11!rv. J., in ihis7 case ff.!Iows the cases. of Bîirk
v. ()dan c 1874>. L.R. 19 rAt. 16: Scoiricy v- Larncr (18&6), 31
Ch. TD. 380. 386: and In re Tysseii (184). 1 Ch. 56. ta the effeet
that wh,.re a persan has a power of appointmterit in finvour af a

cas.and appoints the (tint tla bé paid in trus.té-es in trw't for the
IIbenefit of thçe abjects of the lý)wr the appoinnient is valid as
t? as; the heneficial intervsts are roncerned, lut that the original

trusi ees niust contivue to hold and M(ininister the fund : in othe-
wora. , a limiteti jxnver ta ï.ppoirt doùs not jîjelude a power ta
appoint ta trustees for the abjects of the power. The learned
Judge distinguishes the case frorn In re' Redjate (1903), 1 ('h.
3.56, and In re Adadanee (1907), 1 Ch. 6~95.
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