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op descendants were referred to were entitled to perpetual annui-

ties, and wvhether the gifts for charitable purposes included, the
id corp us. Stirling, J., wasof opinion that the annuities werc for the
e- life of tht.. respective annuitants only, and that the charities were
er entitlèd not only to the income, but the corpus of the residue.
vn - The Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes, and Smith, L-JJ.) agreed

Nwith Stirling, J., that ail of the annuitants took for their respec-
-. tive lives only, but that if any of them wvhose descendants were

1 referred to were dead at the time of the testator's death, then
O F their descendants then living wvould take in substitution the

* arinuity between them as joint tenants; and it would seem,
P- thotigh that is not stated, that the annuity would be payable to

.CI the survîvors of such descendants as long as any of themn should
)n live. Upon the other point, also, the Court of Appeal agreed
id wîth Stirlig, J. The Court of Appeal adrnitted that the case,

* as regards the annuities, wvas indistinguishable from l3ent v.
Culleni, 6 Ch. 235, in which Lord Hatherley had arrived at the

is conclusion that, under a wvill iii similar terms, the gift of the
it annuity amotinted to a gift of a sufficient portion of the fund to

Il realize the annual payrnent, and wvas thdrefore, in effect, a gift of
9 perpetual annuity.

Tiusl~EAPPosI iSr oz' NE Iu1R-E1INc, uR, tFORNI OF-TRANS.
1 FR~~IR OP STOCK'l'O NENV i*Rtls1'E-TRtý.sIKaE Ac'r, 18-50 (13 & 14 VicT., c. 6o),

r lu "d GPcgsOit, (1893) 3 Ch. 233, Lindley, L.J., explains the
e - formn of order adopted lu- re New Zealand Truist cg Loaît Co.,

(1893) 1 Ch. 403 (noted affte Vol. 29, P. 322), and points out that
there is a différence between cases where, on the appointinent
of liev trustees, stock on which there is no liability for calîs
is to l>e vested in theni, and cases where stock is ta be vested

r on which there is such liability ; and while in the former case it
f -is proper for the order flot only to vest the right to cail for a
r transfer of such shares in the new trustees, but also to direct

themi ta transfer such shares into their own names, yet where
* there is a liability for calîs on the shares to be vested the dir-

-ection ta the new trustees ta transfer the shares into their own
j names should be omîtted, whether the order is Mnade under the

Lunacy Act, i890, or the Trustee Act, 185o, and that it is coin-
petent for a judge to make the order in either forin, according
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