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Partington, 3 Br, C.C. 401, ‘s not confined to wills, but is applica-
ble to voluntary settlements, and, it would seem, to settlements
for varaealso. That rule is that where a gift is made to a class
payable on attaining twenty.one, when the eldest of the class
attaine twenty-one, the class is closed and cannot thereafter be
increased, This is 2 rule of law which overrides even the con-
trary intention of the settlor.

INFANT—LEGACY TO INFANT BY PARENT—INTERE. T ON LEGSATY BY WAY OF MAiN.

TENANCE.

In re Moody, Woodroffe v. Moody, (18g3) 1 Ch. 101 ; 13 R. Jan.
153, the question was raised whether an infant to whom his
father had bequeathed a legacy payable at twenty-one was en-
ttled to interest thereon in the meantime by way of mainten-
ance. The will contuined also a gift of residu~ to the infant, ful-
lowed by a power to the trustees .0 raise a sum not exceeuing
one-half of the expectant share of any chill, and apply the same
“for his or her advancement, preferment, or benefit,” as the
trustees should think fit. It war contended that this was, in
effect, an express provision by the testator for maintenance, und
that this provision, and also the power contained in s 43 of the
Conveyancing Act, 1881, enabling trustees to appiy the corpus of
the legacy bequeathed to an infant towards maintenance, pre-
ventud the operation of the ordinary rule that such legacies bear
intere: t; but Kekewich, J., refused to accede to the argument,
and held that the clause enabling the trustees to apply part of the
share for the ‘“advancement, preferment, or benefit” of the
legatee was nut an express provision for maintenance so as to
exclude the rule, and that the statute did not have that ef ct
cither even though read, as he thought it ocught to be, as ineo.
porated in the will,

MARRIAGE SEPTLEMENT—~COVENANT TO SET1LE WIFE'S AFTER-ACQUIRED FROPERIY
—INCOME CAPITALIZEL.

it ve Bendy, Wallis v. Bendy, (185> 1 Ch. 109; 13 R, June
247, what Kekewich, j., calls a stiange point, was raised, The
question was whether certan property of a deceased lady wos
subject to a covenant contained in her marriage settlement io
settle after-acquired property. The covenant expressly excepred
from its operation other property owied by the wife 2t the time
of the setilement and not included therein, Par: of this prop-




