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BE VIE W or, CUBRENT ENGLISH CASES.
(Rtgiattred ln aocordauioe with the. Copyright Act,)

POWER OP APFOIXTUM -GENERÂL PowKR-ExEBOISE op PowiR
ay WriLL - APPOINTmENT 0F ECXEOt'TORBS AND BQUEST or
PECUNIART LEGACIES-ESTATE OP TESTATRIX INSUPPICIENT TO
PAY DEBTS AND LEo.ACEs--WILLs ACT, 1837 (1 VICT. c. 26), s

~~ 27)-(10 EDW. VII. c. 57, S. 30 (O.)).

Im re Seabrook Gray v. Baddeley (1911) 1 Ch. 151. In this case
U a testatrix having a general power of appointnîcnt made a will

* . oontaining no residuary bequest of personal estate, whereby she
made certain. specifie devises of her real estate and directed the
rernainder of ber lands should be sold and the proceeds divided
between her neph#wvs who were to pay to each of the testatrix's
three nieces £500; she made certain apecific bequests and ap.
pointed executors. Her estate proved insufficient to pay her
debtsansd legacies, and the question was whether the wiU
anxounted under the Wills Act, 1837, s. 27 (10 Edw. VII. c. 557,
a. 30, Ont.) to -an exec, ý1on of the power, and, if so, to 'vhat
extent. Warrington, J., held that the will operated as an execu-
tion of the power, by virtue of the Wills Act to the extent that
might be neeessary in conjunction with the testatrir 's'owvn pro-
perty to pay the debts and legacies of the deceased testatrix.

* . RECnZVna - PARTNERSHIP ACTION - CONSENT ORDER ÂPPOIN'rING
RECRIVER AND MANAGER--PAYMENTS BT RECEIVER-INSUPFI.
CIENCY OP ASSETS - INDEMNITY 0P RECEIVER - LIABILITY 0F
LMTGANTS PERSONALLY TO INDEMNIFY RECEIVER.

Boehm v. Gooda2l (1911) 1 Ch. 155. This was an action to wind
up a partnership, and by cousent of parties a receiver and mnan-
ager of the partnership estate had been appointed. The receiver
had paid ont mone'ys in carrying on the business of the partner-

shi asagigcnenwie h sso h conceru er
compel the partners to indemnify him in respect of the balance
due, but Warringtona, J., refused the a.pplication., holding that the
reciver was an officer of the court and could only look te the

~' ~ asaet for hie indexnnity and the fact that he had been appointed
by consent, did flot put him ini any botter position: see, however,
Mat th.ews v. Rqgles-Brise, infra.


