
6~~34 Z7te Canada Law 70armIsl

death f suIJLI sitr an sujett .y suhapontet in tust

fo.i .the.ch;;Jren of saalf zister,.who, being ao1e, shotild attain 2
f or, being femnale, should attain that age or tnarry,, i.i equal shares,

a.,, in default of children who should attain a vested interest in
trust.for,,the.next.of kin-of such..sistet.. Due of the siaters pre.-
deceased the testator, Ieaving ahusband and three infant chi
dren, and.the question was whether her children or the rext of
kin were entitled to the fourtli share of the residue given by the
will to her. Cbitty, J., determined that there had been na lapse,

'21 and that the children of the deceased sister were entit]ed con.
tingently on their attaining 21, or marriage. His decision. pro.

- ceeds on the ground that ail that wvas given to the deceased sister
was a life 'estate, with a power to appoint in favour of her bus.
batud, and that her death corsequently did flot dispiace the set.
tiement made by the will in favour of her surviving children.

WILI,-CoNs'iRtUcTioN-GiFT TOWE wiOR rox~ " lFRo Hz USE AND BENEIIT, ANI)
t ~~~FOR TU & MA 1NTSNANC19 AN D E VUATION OF M Y C H 1LDREN 11-ADIILT CH LJR eN,

RlI;HT 0F, TO MAINTENANCE.

In re Booth, Booth v. Booth, (1894) 2 Ch. 282 ; 8 R. June, 125,
* a testator bad given the residue of his estate in trust to pay the

income to his wife for life, "lfor her use and benefit, and for the
maintenance ai'., education of my children," and after her decease
to divide the residue equally between bis children. The widow
having become bankrupt, North, J., beld that the widow was
entitled to the incomne, subject to a trust for the maintenance of
the children, and that the trust was not limited to children under
21 or unmarried, and he directed an enquiry whether any, and, if
any, which, of the aduit children of the testator required main-
tenance, r.otwitbstanding that the trustee in bankruptcy of the
widow clained the whole income.

SOLITORANOCI.ENTCOS-ORDR FOR TAX'ATION OBTAINMà BY CLIENT-

RziAiNER, RIOHIT TO DISPUTIE.

lie re Frape, (1894) 2 Ch. 29o; 8 R. J une, 142, a client oh-
tained a special order to tax bis solicitor's bis of costs, Ilten in
number "; the order contained no reservation of right to dispute
the retainer of tht~ solicitor. As to one of the bis the client dis-
pmted the retainer it» toto. The taxing master ruled that he was
not entitied to do this, but could only dispute the retainer as to


