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the fuind ought to be applied, and he held that the capital mnust
be izvwsted, and the income to be derived therefrom must ho
applied in rnaintaining the hed. The hospital had treated the
legacy as applicable to the general purposes off the hospital, and
as rnerely giving the testatrix the right to have a particular bed
named after lier. But Eady, J., considered this was no' an ad-
missible niethod of dealing with the fund. It will be well for
rolicitors of charitable institutions to take notice off this case as
dealing with a point which is constantly arising.

SETTLEMiENT--APPOWRTIWNMENT OF SPECIF'JC SUMS OP' STOCIÇ-SURt-
RENDER OP? 4PPOINVTOE 'S LIFE 1NTEREST-ýDE,%T11 0FAPPOINTOR
*-IIOTC11poT-D.ME AT W1UICIT VAýi1UE OP APPOINTED STOCKS
SHOt'LD 13S ASCERTAINED.

In re KrUy. Gustard v. Bcrkee (1910) 1 Ch. 78. In this
case a donee of a powver of appointment over a trust fund in-
vested in stock in whieh the donce hac] a life interest appointed
part of the stock, mnd released hier life interest to the appointee,
the ihppointnient providing that in case the appointec should

% 2 beeome entitled to any part of the unappointed fund she should
bring tlhe part appointed to lier into hotchipot. The tenant for
life hiaving died, and the appointee having beeornc entitled to a

é share off the unappointed fund, it hecame neceqsfary to deterruine
at what period of time the value off the stock aflpointed ivam to be
ascertained, and Warrington, J., held, that the value imust lie

IY 1:aseertained at the date of the death of the tenant for life, and
not at the date of thue appointrnent, bemas So long as the ten. nt
for life was alive, the appointee was in possession in the place of
the tenant for life.
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~ '~CJASRS-RGUTOF Sn-PVRCIL.ýSEuIS 'lO rN -ORCE (!OVNN'i'Ès
s MADOE TO A PRJOR VENsL>it-NOTICE Ob' RSTRICTIVE COVENANTS.

IVllé %. 81. John (1910) 1 Ch. 84 was an action to enforce a
î restrietive covenant in the following circuingtances. Dui Cane,

being oivner off a tract off land, sold 14 acres off it to Hoînies, and
took from hit a covenant not to ereet any buildings except
dwelling houseýs upou the fotîrteen acres. Hlolmes sold part of
the land to the plaintiff and part to the deffendants. Neither the

i plaintiffs nor the defendants entered into any restrictive coven-
ants, but they had notice of the covenant nmade by I-olmes with
Du Cane. The defendants erected a churcli on part off the land


