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sanal estate, which savoured of realty, the
bequest ta the charity failed, and %vent to the
Crown for want of next of kmn. The question
was whether tii exonieration of the personalty
applied ta that portion of the bequest which
went ta the Crown, and Bacon, V.C. held that
it did flot; but the Court of Appeal, refusing ta
follow Proom v. Groombridge, 4~ Madd. 495 varied
the order af the. Vice-Chancellor by directing
that the debts should b. apportioned between
the pure and impure personalty, and that the
freehold and leasehold estates specifically
charged writb payment of debta and legacies,
sliould be applied in exoneration af the pure
personalty, aud declaring the Crown entitled
to the impure personalty lest) the proportion
of debts, etc., thrown upon it.

AMIWDUNT-Npw cÂBE-DELAY.
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ohuldren. Her husband was an attesting wit
Iness ta the will, and consequently the gift ta
her was void under s. 15 qi the Wils Aci <seeIR. S. 0. es. 16, 17). The question was, wbàetherjthe gift in favour of her children was thereby
accalerated ? and Bacon, V.C., held that it

Iwas

T)INANT FOR LIE

In re Noyce, Brown v. Rigg, 31 Chy. D. 75 is
another decision af Bacon, V.C., on the con-
struction of a wiII, whereby a testatrix gave
three houses to E. for life, arnd after his death
directed that they shauld be sold, and the pro.
ceeds ta be equally divided arnongst ber tlîree
nephews and niece, but should either of the
nepbews or niece Ildie before they are entitled
ta the property, leaving issue," she gave the
share af him or her sio dying ta hi. or her ch il-
dren. Ail the remaindermen survived the
testatrix, bot three of thern predeceased E.
leaving children who survived hirn. The ques-
tion in dispute was whether the children af the
deceased remaindermien or the personal repre-
sentatives ai the latter were entitled ta the
fund, and this turned on the meaning ta be
attributed ta the words Il die before they are
entitled," Did'ît mean die before entitled Ilin
right," or Ilin possession"'l? The learned judge
came to the conclusion that tbey mneant Ilen-
titledin possession," and that therefore, the
children toak in preference ta the personal
representatives.

MORTGÂGoS IND MOIRTGAGRU IIS11TEI§UVT M4 LIZU OP
!fozcx-OsuaPOli PAYMrn<qT WF bLOMTGAGR OUT OP

FURD 11% COUR1T.

ln re Moss, Levy v. Sewill, 31 Chy. D. go, R
mortgagor gave six month.i' notice ta his mort-
gagee of payment off af the martgage on July i,,t885. On Miay 2o, r885, an order was ruade
witb tbe concurrence ai the. mortgagees for
payment ai the martgage out ai a fund in
Court, witb interest up ta July z, 1885. Owing
ta delay in the completian ai the order, tbe
payment could not b. made on July x;, and
on July a, tbe martgagees applied for pay-
muent ai six rnantbs' additianal interest in lieu
ai a fresh six mnonths' notice ta pay atT the mort-
gage, On July 2o tbe arder iias completed,
and un jnly ai the martgagars took the strn
mentioned in the order out of Court. Peareon,J., nder thesse circurustances, held that the
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Clark v. Wray, 31 C-hy. D. 68, was an action
for specific performance ai an agreement ta
grant the plp;ntiff, who was in possession, a
lease af a brickfield. The defendant delivered
a defence adzniting the agreement, and ex-
pressing bis readineas ta perfarm it; he alGa
cauniter.clainied for rent alleged ta b. due
under the agreement, and for labour and
'naterials supplied the plain tiff, Threo months
after issue joined, and after notice af tuiai
served, the defendant applied ta amiend by
adding a dlaim for the recoverv af the land;
but Bacon, V.C., refused the amendment, on theground of the amendaient asked being sub-
stantially a new case, and also on the ground
of delay.

WILIL-GlPT TO HUiJIANDOP AITEaT!NoWINRG 8
ACCZLIITOI;0? !lnl'U5mTs.

in re Clark, Clark v. landait, 31 Cby. D. 72,is a decision ai Bacon. V.C. A teditatar devised
and b'uqueathed ail his real and persani pro-
perty ta i. wife for life, and aiter ber deathta b. divîded between sncb of bis cbildren
as shauld be living at hpsr death, sud in caseof any af bis children predeceasing bis wife,
leaving issue, sucb issue were ta take their
parent's share, and in the. event ai any af bisdaughtera being married at hie wife's decease,
sucb portion as tbey miglit be entitled ta was
left ta tbein and their children exclusively,
sud to be in no way <cotrolled by their lhus.
bands. At the death af the testator's widowone ai his daugbters was living wbo had several
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