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and where there bas heen a deod of qettlinent expcuted by hui-
band and wife of land.s whlcli, alitgh foranerly eonvpyod hy
persoriai representativeq of the dpceaýqtd hutshîutidç, or those who
ivould take if tiiere had heem no smttleiuent, %would he neecessar3'
parties to au action brouglit hy the wi<tow to 4et aside the settle-
mient and tht'y are the' oîîly parties wlio eoîîld a4k for a r~iso
of the dleed.

.3. Sucb a deped of settlenient, althtoitgh if trarnsferredl ai] the
property o? the Nettler% to the tr istetos wi'ioit pover of reva-
tion iu trust to pay the net ineorne or part therýteof to ftic 8ott [rs
or ftie survivor of theni until the dvath of fhelic rvivor, and afier-
wards to distribute the corputs or flii ucoînw tiiereot lîctwveii tht'
ehildren olr soile of fhli in the absolte <isetretioii of the truistetg,
w'as held in the peeuliar vieiîîstaîîcvs met forth in the jlldgmcuet
flot to be iniprovident.

4, If the trustsq deelnred ini a dccii of 4ettiemeint are. too vagee
and uncertain to be Pxccttdt. a trust ln favour of the next of
kin wouid remuit hy oppratioîî of ]aw, and the trustees wouid not
take for their own benefit :hcein. p. 164.

5. The settier inay %wiqs to proteet inîiseif frorn bis own in.
providence or against importunities of relatives andi in sucli a
case the absence of a pot1(er cf rex'ccation in the deed is not a
ground for metting it aside. Tnkcrr v. Toker, iý ).G.-J. & S~. 487,
and Pleillipg v. Mîdilngs, 7 (Ch. Ap. 244. followed, ani Co?éts v.
Acworth, L.H. 8 Eq. 558. disftinguished.

6. As th e trustees were not h)enefïeiarie.- uinder tlic dccd, the
absence of indepmîîdeît ndvlcc ini the exevt'iitoi of it was tiot iiii-
portant. Iltige ia) v.-Baseicu. 14 Ves. 273, distiuigiished.

7. The plaintiff, one of the mettiers. affcî' thc death. of ber
husiband, had, lu the eircîiîisfaîîos set forth in the judgmen-t,
e8topped hersel? froîîî conplainiîîg of the depd hy aq~seîe
laches and delay. Turimr v. ('nIIi. ri.ii. 7 Clh. Ap. 329, Alcard
v. Skiimer, 36 Ch.D. 145, and Jarraul v. Aldan, L.R1. 9 Eq. Cas.
463, followed: -,harp v. Le'ach, 31 13eav~. 491, dlistinguished.

8. As the deed ln <jue4tiur required that tlic estate sboffid lx
eonvei-ted into moîcy Fit tlic death of tlie widow, in contemipla-
flon of equity the e4tate eonvcyed Ponsist.cd of personal estate:
.ettoi-?ey-Geizicral v. Dodd (1894). 2 Q.B. 150, and silice ftic îuie
egainst a "double pos,;iility'' or '"a possibility iipoti a possi.
bility'' bas. aeeording to 1ii re Boules, Amedroz v. Roivles
(1902), 2 Ch. 650, rio applicatioi l'O personal emtate, tiierefore the
dleed was not objeetionable am~ offeidiiig against sîich rie, ai.


