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wand have long since been placed beyond the region of controversy, and that
a Sh"le .'hLer there is any maritime lien for ordinary towage services rendered to

re Lt issomewbat surprising to find that there appears to be hardly any
Sdievceauthority on the point. Kay, J., detern-ined that there is no lien for sucb

l'V L-I)V'SECO NTI NGENT RE MAIN DER-PE RPETUITY-RE MOTE NESS- POSSIBILITY UPON A
POSSIBIILITY

r e Pirost: Frost v. Frost, 43'Cby.D., 246, is a case upi the construction offree 0 1ade by the testator in 1870, and who died the same year, by which a
deatI~ estate Was limited to trustees for bis daughter E. for life, and after berlife. ' t the use of any husband whom she may hereafter marry " for his
d , "d a1fter the death of the survivor of them, to the use of the cbildren of histhter, as she sbould appoint, and in default of appointment, to the use of ail
hlIsbandI of the daughter who should be living at the death of ber and her,thild , or sbould have previously died leaving issue then living; but in case no
1re'Vj o his daughter sbould be living at the death of sucb survivor, or should have

0fl 5lySI died leaving issue then living, then to the use of such of the testatorsleofhi5 Other daugbters as should be then living, or should have previously diedthe daù t sue then living, in equal shares. The will contained a residuary devise.
died , ghter E. was a spinster at the testator's death, but in 1872 married, andthat th OrtlY afterwards without issue. Her husband died in 1888. Kay, J., beld
VIvod for einitations subsequent to the life estate to the daughter's husband were

evs re oteness and that on his death the estate passed under the residuary
qtd th*at re Points out that the estate to the trustees was only for the life of E.,ak th 0 Cosequently on ber death the subsequent limitations to the husband
r4t hs iq remnainder were limitations of a legal estate. That the daughterth li ve arried a person unborn when the testator died, and that, therefore,ýe .rnsttation over to tbe children of the marriage would offend against the rulePerpeuiti

tintrI eretutie, and that the devise Over could flot be supported as a con-%Sibiî.emainder because it offended against the rule whicb probibits limiting a
,tsibi~uo possibility. The double possibility in this case being the

~th tY Of the daugbter marrying a person unborn at the date of the testator'safld, secondîy, her baving issue by sucb person.

l'-fTAOR-LEGACY TO CREDITOR-DIRECTION TO PAY DEBTS ONLY-SATIsFACTION.

4k0h Point In re I-uish : Bradshaw V. IIuishk CyD,20,wibKy .
k;kC ifde Was, wbetber a debt due by a testator bad been satisfied by atiV ntdrthe following circumstances: Tbe testatrix in ber lifetime badkb, e lepbew, to wbom she was not in loco Parentis, a bond for £i,ooo, pay-he 112 mnontbs after ber deatb to bim, if living, or to bis representatives
8 be dead leaving issue im surviving, but not otberwise. Tbe bond

thttr 01 hs arriage adws ihteknowledge oftbe testatrix, assignedrt8tees of bis marriage settlement. By ber will she made various gifts


