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CONFLIOT Ob' LÂWS-POWÎ:i OF API>OINTMENT-TESTAMJNTARY
EXECUTIOS OP GENJIRAL PowER-FotticGN DOM ICIL-UNAT-
TESTED WILL-ENIDENCE OP INTENTION--WILLS ACTr, 1837
(1 VICT. o. 26) ss, 9, 10, 27-(R.S.O. c. 128, ss. 12, 13, 29).

In re Soholefield, Scholéifield v. St. John (1905) 2 Ch. 408.
lCekewich, J., following M, re D'Este (1903) 1 Ch. 898 held that
the provisions of s. 27 of the WilIa Act (R.E.O. c. 128, s. 29) te
the effeet that a general testamentary power of appoinitment may
be exercîsed by a general bequest not referring either te, the pro-

perty or the power unlesi a contrary intention appears in theilzÏ will, dees net apply to a will which is flot executed lin accordance
with the WilIs Act, though it be a valid will according to th-e
place cf domicil of the testntib\, ind as stich adhnitted to prohateI in England; and that such kt will cannot he imiplemented hy un-
sign-ed memoranda in the hr.ndwriting of the teçctatrix shewing
an intention on her part that the subjeet matter of the power
should pass to the legzatee nanxed in the will, although such evi-
dence would'be'arin'issible aecording to the law of the plàee where
the wilI was macle; because the question of the execuition of the
power, miust, in such case, be deterrmixed upon evidence admis-
sible by the law cf England.

EXPROPRIATION (JF lýAND--STATUTORY PowEiz-DvERsio,- OP L.AND

Tri OTRER TRAN AUTHORZZED PURPOSES.
Atorftey-General v. 1-ontypridd (1905) 2 Cli, 441 deserves a

short notice, though decided ndfer speeial statutes, because it
lays down the priniciple that where larnd is authorized by Statute

* to be expropriated foi- a specifi parpose, it is not coxnpetent for
the expropriptors to divert it to sonie other purpose. lIn this case,
under statute, a municipal body expropriated certain land for
establishing a generating station for the supply of electricity, and
on part of the land not required for that purpose they erected
a refuse destructor te be worked in conneetion wiith the gentrat-
ing station, and it wus held by Farwell, J., that this was ultra
vires of th2 municipal body, and an injunction wae granted re-
straining the use of the destnicter building@ ereeted .: the lande
expropriated otherwise than for the production of electricity.
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