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cestui que trust without words of limitation. The facts were
dhat by a voluntary lettIement made in 1869 the zzettlor (after
reeiting that Fe was seized of, or entitied to, beredit-unent-a in fi-e,
and that, ini consideration of natural love and affeciion for hi
wife and children, he was desirous of conveying the 3ame upon the
trusts and subject to the powers thereinafter deelared) granted
unto trustees therein r.amed their heirs and assigis the iands in»
que-stion, upon àhe trusts thereafter deciaresi, viz.: upoîi certain
trusts in favour of the settlor and is wife, du .ing their joint
lives, and the life of the survivor, and, subject thereto, uporn trust
for such one or more of their children as thev should hdeed
iointlv appoint, and in default of such 'ppointuient as the sur-I vivor of them hy deed or will ;;hould appoint. and, in delault of
such appointment in trust for ail their children who, being sons,
should attain 21 or, being daughters, shouki ai tain that age ori~t marrv, in equal shares. The settier exnpowerEd the trustees to
apply "the annual inconie of the share or fortune " to which anv
child should for tLe time be4-irg become entitled, for his or her
mainteLlanc-; and fiher exnpowcred the trustevs to sel] the trust
estate and invest the proceeds upon the tri.sts thereinbefore
<lerlared. The father and mother being dcad, and nc appoint-

ment having been made, the question was raihed whether or flot
the children tcok equitable estaies in fee sun 31e. Eve, J., who
heard the case, held that the recitals in the deed wvere flot a tzuffi-
the mnaintenance clause; neither was the clause empowering the
trustee,; to seli the trust estate: but he was of the opinion that thQ
powers aif appointment shnwed clearly tha- the donces wcre
authorized to appoint the fce, and were a suificient indication of
the settlor's intention that the chikiren shr,uld take in default
of appointînent as large an estate 9-~ miglit have bccn appointeil
to thcm unc.er thp powers.

PRIZE Cût weT-OUTBREÂK 0F wAJt-DAys 0F (iltÂcE--ENEMY
YACi--HAG;uE CONVENTION No. 6 ART3. 1, 2.

The (knna(1917) A.C. 375. In this cýase the simple point
to he deterrnined was whether the Hague Convention, allowing
daYs of grace to enemy 's vessels in port at t.he outbreak of a war,
applic(i Io pleasure vessels. The President of the Adxniralty
D)ivision held that it did not, but that it only applied to mèehant
vessels (1916) P. 5 (noterl ante vol. 52, p. 189), and with that
conclusion thi- Judir;al Cornmittee of tht, Privy Council (Lords
Parke.-, Su~mner, laritoor, an,! Wrenb)-ury, and Sir Arthur Cban-
iefl.), agree.


