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pointment to the sorn at 25, and to the grandchildren in remain-
*der, wore void as infringing the rule against perpetuity, and

that the children of the testatrix were not bound to eleut betwe'en
* ~what was irtvalidly appointed, and the interests validly given i

them by the wiL.

LuNÂOy - ORDEES 11q LUNAOT - DxâTHi OP LUNATIC - ADMIN- ~
ESTRATION - CRMîITORS OP"LUNÂAIC - P91oRITY.

In re Hu.int, Silicate Paiint Co. v. Hunt (1906) 2 Ch. 295 wue
an administration suit. The deceased had been a lunatie, and
during hie lunacy orders had been madle directing his committee
to pay hie creditors a dividend of 6s. in the pound on their debts.
This dividend was paid before a firm of Brown, Janson & Co.
had sent in their claim; they subsequently applied in lunacy for

r leave to prove their claim, whieh was granted, and the order pro-
vided that they should be paid in priority to the othor ereditore j
until they aizo had received 6s. in the pound on their claini. Be-
fore they were paid this dividend the lunatic died, and his estate ~
was ordered to be administered, and the question then arose .*<

whether the order in lunacy gave Brown, Janeon & Co. any pri-
ority in the administration proceedings, and Buckley, J., held
that it did not, and that its operative force ceased with the
death of the lunatie, and that on hie death the then exieting'M
debts mut be paid in the ordinary course of administration
without reference to the order in Iunacy.

WILL - CONSTRUCTION -LEÂoAY EXPRESSED TO MAIKE UP CER-

TAIN AMOUNT - MISCALCULATION - LEGATEE.

In re Segeloke, Ziegler v. Nicol (1906) 2 Ch. 301. A testator
gave a legacy of £1,000 to be equally divided between certain of
hie god-children therein deecribed. By a codidil he gave £50 ad-
ditional to each of hie god-ehildren as named in his will, "eo
that each receives £100 each" At hie death there were only
flire god.ehildren entitled, and the question wae whether, as the e
£1,000 wae more than sufficient to give them £100 each, they
were neverthelegs also entitled to the £50 additional bequeathed
by the codicil. and Joyce, J., held that the bequeet in the codicil
was a clear gift of £50 additional to eaeh of the god-children;
a'ad that the aubsequent wurds were of doubtful imxport and
could not be construed as cutting it clown, and conseeuently that
ecd god-child ws alao entitled to the £50 additionami.M
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