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MARRID NWOXAN-INTERECST FOR LIVE 0F biAlRID WOMAN FOR SEPARATE USE,
FOLLOWED EV GENSaAL POWER 0F APPOiNTMENT, AND, IN DEFAULT, LIMITA-
TION TO MER EXECUTORS, ADMINISTRATORS, OR ASSIGNS-M.ARRIED WOMEN'S
PROPEwRY ACT, 1882 (45 & 46 VICT., C. 75), SS i, 2-t'R.S.O., c. 132t Si 3>.

lre Davenport, Turner v. King, (1895) 1 Ch. 361; 13 R. Feb.
179, a belquest had been made ta trustees in trust'ta pay the
incarne ta a wornan married after 1882, for life for ber separate
use, and as ta the capital in trust for such persans as she should
appoint by wiIl, and in default of appaintinent for hier executors,
administrators, or assigns. The married wornan claiined ta be
absolutely entitled ta the fund. Kekewich, J., held that befare
the Married Wamen's Property Act, 1882, the life estate and the
reversion limited ta the married woman would not have
coalesced, bu' that since that Act they did, and that on releasing
her power of appointment she was entitled ta a declaratian thiat
she was absalutely entitled ta the fund. He cansidered a release
of the power was necessar% , because, alving ta the circumistances
of the trust estate, hie wvas flot in a position ta make an order for
its immediate pavment ta the inarried wornan.

W~lLý-CONSTfRUCT'ION-PRCATORV' TRUJST-" 1 WISH THEM TO BEQtUSAlH 'IHb

I rit Hanilit, Trench v. Hainilton, (1895) 3 Ch. 373 13 R.
Feb. 196, exhibits the prevailing tendency of the courts ta confine
the doctrine of precatary trusts within narrower lirnits than for-
rnerly. In this case a testatrix bequeathed two legacies of
C?2,ooo, folawed by the words, " and I wish them ta bequeath
the sanie equally aetwveen the families af my nephew, Silver
Oliver, and my dear niece, Mrs. Pakenham, in such mode as
they shall cansider right." The question wvas whether these

'~ words had the effect of creating a precatary trust, and thereby
cutting down the gift ta the legatees ta a life interest, and Keke-
wich, J., held that they had flot thaï. effect. As the learned judge
rernarks, the aider authorities, though nat expressly overruled,
have been nevertheless ignored.

ComîNY-iNiiNý. vr-LAND.ORI), AINt TENAITi-.E'4T ACCRtJEU AlI'TEIR WINVi

ING ur-RErNi, PAYABLE IN AXW'ANCs.

~ **'~In the case of Shackell v. Chorltoti, (1895) 1 Ch. 378, a con-
test arase between the landiards of a company being wound up
and the liquidator as ta the landiords' right ta caver rent failing


