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Clted, seemn to us to tell in reality the other xvay. Another class of ciases in wbich
al trust has been beld valid, though it can bar'dly be s'iid to be for t he benefit of

nYperson or persons, is xvhere provision bas been made for the maintenance of
favorite animais after their oxvner's deatb. Thus, in AIitJo;'d v. Reynlolds, 17 Law
J. Rep. (banC. 238 ; 16 Simîi 105, a testator gave the remainder of his property,
,cafter deducting the annual arnount that xviii be requisite ta defray the kcep of

M~Y horses (wbicb 1 xviii and direct be preserved as pensioniers)," ta the Govern-
n'ient of Bengal for a charitable purpose ; and the order oni furtber consideration
COntained a: declaration that the provision for tbe maintenance of the testator's
horses was good. The point was probably uncontested. The ncxt case of the
kîud-In re Dean; Cooper Dean v. Stevens, 58 Law J. Rep. Cbanc. 6qý ; L.RZ. 41
Chanc. Div. 552-came before Mr. justice North in 1889. There a testator
Charged bis land with an annuîty Of [750, to be paid to bis trustees during fifty
Years from bis deatb if any of bis borses or bouncis shonld s0 long live, and
declared that the trustees should apply the money in tbeir maintenance, and Mr.
Justice North beld the trnst a vaiid one. His judgi-rent, xvhicb is a valuable
Staternent of the law, begins as follows :" It is said that tbere is no cesini que

t'eWho can enforce tbe trust, and that tbe court xviii fot recognise a trnst unless

t sCapable of beîng enforced by some one. I do not assent to that view. There
is 't the least doubt that a man may, if h.e pleases, give a iegacy to truste-es

11POn trust to apply it in erecting a monument ta bimself, either in a cburcb or
21 achurcbyard, or even in unconsecrated grounci, and 1 am nat axvlare that sucli

Strust is in any xvay invaiid, altbougb it is difficuit ta say xvbo xvould be tbe cesti
9ke trust of the monument. In the same xvay I knoxv of nntbing to prcvent a gift

a ý Surn of maney ta trustees upan trust ta apply it for tbe repair of sncbh a
MflonulT)ent. In my opinion sucb a trust would be good, altbough the testator
r1liSt be carefuil ta limit the time for wbich it is ta last, because, as it is not a
Charitable trust, unless it is ta corne ta an end witbin the limits fixed by the ruie

buiîd1s perpetuities, i olÏbe illegal. Bta trust ta iay ont acertain uni
bling a monument, and the gift of anotber sumn in trust ta apply the sanie ta

k'eePing that monument in repair, say for ten years, is, in my opinion, a perfectly
goO trust, altbougb I do not see who cauld ask tbe Court taO enforce it. If per-
Souls beneficially interested in the estate could do so, then the present plaintiff
rail do Sa ; but, if sncb persans could not enforce the trust, stili it cannot be said
that the trust must fail because there is no anc xvbo can activeiy enforce it." On
the Other band, as lending same support ta tbe general proposition quoted at tbe
r0ofl ecment of this article, we may refer the reader ta the observations of
L-ord Eldon in the well-known case of Mlorice v. The Bi«SJo. of Diirlim, ra Ves.
52:2, 539, and alsa ta the actuai decision in Browcn v. Burdett, 52 Law J. Rep.

an' 52; LR. 21 Chanc. Div. 667, xvbere an eccentric testatrix devised a bouse
Puy w sesitb specific directions ta block it up for tbe terni of twenty y'ears,

Utlg only a bousekeeper in occupation, and subject thereto ta bold it in trust
for 4devisee in fee. and Vice-Cliancelar Bacon, saying be must Il unseal this

t'hele S, unisposed-of property," beid that there was an intestacy for the terni.
a'se, hawever, was argued on the footing that there was no disposition by


