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Sited, seem to us to tell in reality the other way. Another class of cases in which
altrUSt has been held valid, though it can hardly be said to be for the benefit of
Ay person or persons, is where provision has been made for the maintenance of
avorite animals after their owner’s death. Thus, in Mitford v. Reynolds, 17 Law
. Rep. Chanc. 238; 16 Sim. 105, a testator gave the remainder of his property,
“after deducting the annual amount that will be requisite to defray the keep of
My horses (which I will and direct be preserved as pensioners),” to the Govern-
Ment of Bengal for a charitable purpose ; and the order on further consideration
SOntained a declaration that the provision for the maintenance of the testator’s
Orses was good. The point was probably uncontested. The next case of the
Kind—ry, ve Dean; Cooper Dean v. Stevens, 58 Law J. Rep. Chanc. 693; L.R. 41
anc. Div. 552—came before Mr. Justice North in 188g. There a testator
®harged his land with an annuity of £750, to be paid to his trustees during fifty
Years from his death if any of his horses or hounds should so long live, and
declareq that the trustees should apply the money in their maintenance, and Mr.
Ustice North held the trust a valid one. His judgment, which is a valuable
StE’ltement of the law, begins as follows : ““ It is said that there is no cestus que
"5t Who can enforce the trust, and that the court will not recognise a trust unless
tis Capable of being enforced by some one. 1 donot assent to that view. There
'S not the least doubt that a man may, if he pleases, give a legacy to trustees
JPon tryst to apply it in erecting a monument to himself, either in a church or
N a churchyard, or even in unconsecrated ground, and Tam not aware that such‘v
8 trust is in any way invalid, although it is difficult to say who would be the cesi.m
e trust of the monument. In the same way I know of nothing to prevent a gift
& sum of money to trustees upon trust to apply it for the repair of sucha
°Nument. In my opinion such a trust would be good, although the testator
must. be careful to limit the time for which it is to last, because, as it is not a
¢ anitable trust, unless it is to come to an end within the limits fixed by the rule
“Raingy perpetuities, it would be illegal. But a trust to lay out a certain sum in

u1lding a monument, and the gift of another sum in trust to apply the same to

eepin&’ that monument in repair, say for ten years, is, in my opinion, a perfectly
8ooq trust, although I do not see who could ask the Court to enforce it. If‘pe'r-
ons bGDEﬁcially interested in the estate could do so, then the present plamt?ff
tl:n do so; but, if such persons could not enforce the trust, still it canngt l,>’e said
At the trust must fail because there is no one who can actively enforce it.”  On

® other hand, as lending some support to the general proposition quoted.at the
fmmﬂlcement of this article, we may refer the reader to the observat:on§ of
ord Eldon in the well-known case of Morice v. The Bishop. of Durhamn, 10 Ves.
%2}12’ 539, and also to the actual decision in Brown v. Bum’ett., 52 I.Jaw J. Rep.
Ahe. 52; L.R. 21 Chanc. Div. 667, where an eccentric testatrix devised a house

\ tr.HStGES with specific directions to block it up for the term of twenty years,
'Ng only a housekeeper in occupation, and subject thereto to hold it in trust
2 devisee in fee, and Vice-Chancellor Bacon, saying he must “ unseal this
cless, undisposed-of property,” held that there was an intestacy .for th‘e. term.
® case, however, was argued on the footing that there was no disposition by
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