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trust to Bell, witb power in th'cir absolute and uncoutrolled dis-
cretion to powtpons' the sale, and they were te stand posaessed of '
the proceeds in trust for the tetators' children who should
tattain 21, ini eiual shares, "provided that the eapilal of rny
resdusry estate shal neot 1w divisible amongst my children
until mny voungest surviving ehild shFi- attain the age of txenty-
oneC years." One of the ebildrpe attiiined twenty-one years and
claimed that his share ws vested in posession, and that lie was
entitled to tw paid his rbare or to have it appropriated te him.
The trustees objeeted to sdil owing to the difficulty of effecting
a sale except at a aseriie. Warrington, J., who tried the case
helé that the plaintif. ' notwithstanding the direction in the wili
that the capital shmuld nlot 1w divisible until the youngest child
attained twenty-une, becaine entitled on attaining twenty-one
years to a vested share. but he held that so long as the trustees
bc,na fide de-ernined Io postponie the smie of the e.st-ate he wvas
not entitled Io have his share paid or appropriated Io in , and
f roma that part of the dei-ision denving his right to a sal 1. or t
appropriation of bis share the plaintiff appeaied, but the UcetrL
of Appeal (William:& Buekley. and Kennedy, L.JJ.l upheld the
judginent of Warrington. .1.
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,Easýtitood v. Ash ton t 1914) 1 Ch. 68. In tiL case the Court
of Appeal (tozens-Ilardy, M.R., Eady and P'hillimore. L.JJ.)
have reversed the ,.ecision of Sargant, J. <191:3) 2 Ch. :39 ( uoted
ante. vol. 49, p. 494). The action Nvas hroiught to revovur dam-
ages for au allegel breach of covenant. The plaint iff brought
the p.-operty kiiown as B3ank Ilev Farin. cotitaiing S4 ae. :ir. -lp.,
or thereabouts, subjeet to a condlitionl that any inicorrect state-
ment slioald itut eiititlc hini Io (comrpon.tion.. The property
wa.s coinveyed aecordling to a plan inosdon the deed. This
plan shewed that there vvas ineluded in the property purporîcd
to 1w conveyed a atrip of 100 feet long by 36 feet wide, whieh had
origimilly hecn part of the farin, but, as to which, to the venedor's
knowl edZe, an a4.joining proprietor had aequired title hy passes-
gion. Sargant. J.. held that the plan eould not be treaýe4l as
fRlFa deînonstratio and that the strip m~as included in the parcel
conveyed, and the defendant having no title thereto w-m liable in
damiages. The Court of Appt-l, ;iowever. took the view that


