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England, have long since been placed beyond the region of controversy, and that
Was, wh

A ghs ether there is any maritime lien for ordinary towage services rendered to

dir, Proqt is somewhat surprising to find that there appears to be. hardly any

sere?t thority on the point. Kay, J., determined that there is no lien for such
Vices,

Wy
LL\DEVISE~C0NT
POSstan'v.

I." e Frogt . Frost v. Frost, 43°Chy.D., 246, is a case upon the construct1f>n of
free}ll“’ Tade by the testator in 1870, and who died the same year, by ;VthLl a
deatho ., “State was limited to trustees for his daughter E. for life, and ’%ter ht?r
lifg, * "to the use of any husband whom she may hereafter marry forf hfs
dau’ 2 after the death of the survivor of them, to the use of the children of 1151
the ., > 35 she should appoint, and in default of appointment, to the use o ha
hus[,c lldren of the daughter who should be living at the .dc_eath ot he}' and her
th]da » OT should have previously died leaving issue then llv.mg; but in cashe no
Prey;'Sdaughter should be living at the death of such survivor, or should have
g lous!y died leaving issue then living, then to the use of such of th.e testators
leay; IS other daughters as should be then living, or sh01'11d have p.rev1ously d.led
The 8 issue then living, in equal shares. The will contained a re51duar¥ devise.
digq Gaughter E. was a spinster at the testator’s death: bu‘t in 1872 married, and
thyy t or'_‘ly afterwards without issue. Her husband died in 1888. Kay, J., held

5 A
INGENT REMAINDER-—PERPETUITY—REMOTENESS— POSSIBILITY UPON

Voiq ¢ limitationg subsequent to the life estate to the daughter’s husband were
. or

Govig, ' MOteness, and that on his death the estate passed under the .resid;x;gy
nq t;. € Points out that the estate to the trustees was only for the life ob ({
g th COnsequently on her death the subsequent limitations to the husban
Dse in femainder were limitations of a legal estate. That the daughter
the ), .3V€ married a person unborn when the‘testator died, and tha.t, therefor;e,
®Raj ltation over to the children of the marriage would offend against the rule
tlnge pe!‘petuities, and that the devise over could not b_e suppo%‘tsad as a con-
- FeMainder because it offended against the rule which prohibits lm.utlng a
POssib'lf Y Upon Possibility. The double possibility in this case bemgt th’e
de&th "Ity of the daughter marrying a person unborn at the date of the testator's
*ond, Secondly, her having issue by such person.
Wy

"BT or TESTATOR—LEGACY TO CRED[TOR—DIRECTION TO PAY DEBTS ONLY—SATISFACTION.

h*'1d te Point 1y, r¢ Huish : Bradshaw v. Huish, 43 Chy.D., 260, which Kay, J.,

legaco Scide Wwas, whether a debt due by a testator haq been sa.tisf?ed by ;
8ivenh Nder the following circumstances: The testatrix in her lifetime ha
ey ° hephew, to whom she was not % loco parentss, a bond for £1,000, pay-
ity o thin 15 Mmonths after her death to him, if living, or to his representatives
Yag b OUld be dead leaving issue him surviving, but not otherwise. . The .bond
o thgelven O his marriage and was, with the knowledge of the testatrix, assigned
fUstees of hig marriage settlement. By her will she made various gifts




