
TRUSTRIt-BRaACn OP TIUST-STÀTUTE1 0p LiMITATIONS-eDNBS&tT oP CEETUI QUIS
TRUST-IMPOUSDING INTERORT OP CEITUI QUE TRU8T-SOLICITOft PARTY' TO
BRRACK OF TRUST-PARTNER-TxUBTIE ACT, 1888 (51 & 52 VICr., C. 59),
ss. 6, 8-TRusTnt Acr, i.893_ (S6 & 57 VICi'., C., 5 3),S. 45-54 -VIeT., C. 190
SS. il, 13 (0.)

Mara v. Browns, (1895) 2 Ch. 69, is one of those cases which
incidentally illustrates the truth of the old saying that Ila mnar
who is his own lawyer has a fool for his client," but this aspect
of the case will probably flot find its way into the digest. The
plaintiffs were the cestuis quw trustent and the trustees of a niarriage
settiement, and the defendants were solicitors, one of whom de.
fended ini person. The object î the action ivas to compel the
defendants to rnake good certrain trust inoneys subject to the set-
tiement which had been Ir t by improper investments, to which
the defendants were parties under the folowing circumstances:
The two original trustees' of the settiemnent were Walker and
James, and inl 1884 they were willing to retire from the trusts,
and the trust fund was paid into a bank to the joint credit of
Ja!nies and Arthur Reeves, it being the intention that Arthur
Reeves and his sister, Marian Reeves, should be appointed new
trustees. Hugh Browne, who was in partnershipwith his brother
and co-defendant, acted as solicitor for the husband and wife,
and advised and carried out the investnientà complained of before
the newv trustees were actually appointed. The wife consented to
twoof the investments, but it did flot appearthat she knewthat they
were of such a character as to involve a breach of trust. The trust
rnoneys were froin timne to time received by the defendants' firrn,
and paid over to the borrowers, but Hugli Browne alone trans-
acted the business, and his brother took no part in it. The in-
vestments were ail made in April, 1884; shortly afterwards the
new trustees were regularly appointed, and the investments which
had been so made before their appointment were sched-uled as
the investments of the trust estate, and the new trus'tees neyer
took any steps against the defendants. By the trusts of the setl-
tiement the money of the wife wvas vested in the trustees. but
there seems to be a discrepancy in the report as to the amnount,
for, from the statement 'of facts, it appears that the settlemeut
only included ^5,ooo worth of the wife's property, and yet it ap-
pears that the investments complained of amounted to ,Çq,2o0.
Where the £4,200 was derived froin does flot appear, though this
seerrs to be important in view of the decision of the court as to
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