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evidence was forthcomning lie refused the application, and directed
the mnotleys to be carried to the separatr account of cach ;nfaîît
and the incoine acct!mulated.

INFANTS-M~NPAc-r~Ar~GMnN-OHRo sissîvs
1,W AD)t:LTERR'-TRu,-5T F014 MAtINTI%'ANCIi OF INFANT-RRPAC'Il OFTU,

In re G. (i899) 1 Cli. 7i9, it is laid down by Kekewich, J.. that a
trustce of a trust for the maintenance, education, or bringing up of
infants, vioiates his trust if hce suffcr9 theŽ infants to resitie %vith
their %vidowed mother while sho is living ini aîlutltery with a rnarricd
mari. Two of the infants aged reslpectively twenty and ninetecil
wcre fully aware of ail the cricunistatices, and woerc strorrgly opposcd
,0 anv interférence with tlieir home, and ail the childreîî were on
extremiely, affectionate termns with their rnother and lier paramlour,
the latter or whîom they trcated as tieir step4-atlier. 'l'le trust
was to pay the incomne of the trust fund to the mnothier cluring

widwlood "shc maintaining, cducating and Driingi up "the
infants ;and in holding thiat the infants could flot properly bc left
wvitlî tlicir mother, tlîe learned judgc iievertlieless lheld that a part

JOf the incomec, wVhîcl amoulitcd iii ail to £417 per atnnutiî, should

s till bc paid to t he inoticr for lier omi maintenanic.

MORTOAGE OF REVERSION -T~N i FOR AIE.ND EXNlltîsWSr

t ~~~Ac-r t874 (37 & 38 VI("'r. C. s ,2 o.5) 13,. i s- 4, (10) -. ~~n
LIMITATION ACT 162,1 (21 JAC. i V. b-.'.UE.

Ding/e v. C'o/pen ( i 8q9)ý r Clh, 7263, \Vas an actionl for forciosure
of a miortgage of a rvsin intercst, and the dlefendant couiner-
claimed for darnages for wvaste coniniitted by tlie rortgagcc w~ho
wvas aiso tenant for lire of the rnortga,,gcd property, subject to) an
obligation to keep it iri repair. Some important questions are
invulved. The mortgage of the r*cvci-siotiar\ interest was rmade in
18$2 to the tenant for life, %who wvas andl contintied in possession of
the property in question until lier ceath in t897. No payrnent had
ever bcen mnade on accounit of either principal or interest sccurcd
by the imortgage, The plaintiffs werc the executors of the dccased
miortgagee arîd tenant for lire. It was conceded by the defendant
that the plaintiff's action for foreciosure wvas an action to recover
land, and, as such, the Real Property Limitation Act (37 & 38 \'ic,
c. 57) (see R.S.O. c. 133 s. 4 (10o) did not begin to run against the
plaintiffs until the rernainder feli into possessOIn In 1897, and tliere-


