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great part from the. sale of ehattels whîch had forxned pai
hier husband's estate. The bank-account had stood in the1
naines of herseif and C. Sheppard, the Plaintif's liusband.
seexned. to have decided that she would end Sheppard's coi
over tlie fund, and she gave a cheque to the defendant, who
named in lier husband's will as one of the executors, and told
to draw the money fromn the banik at lKemptville; and, whei
had done that, she told hlm to deposit it ln the joint unai
himself and lier haif-sister Margaret Wilson,,and to, psy ther
the bils of lier physlcian and nurses, lier funeral expenses, an<i
cost of a head-stone, and to deal with. the balance as direce
lier husband's wilI.

By psymxents manifestly proper the se 'count had been rediL
by the 3Oth November, 1919, when the pass-book was writt.
by the bank, to $620.87; sud the question was, whether that
was to go to the plsintiff's haif-sisters lu accordance with the
of Alexander Wilson sud thie direction of Catherine Wilsox
whether it formed part of the estate of Catherine Wilson aud
to go to the plaintiff under a -wiil made ln 1906.

The pla.intiff's point was that there was here an attempt
testamentary disposition, sud that sucli disposition was in,
bec-ause not mnade in the way lu which wills muust be miade:
said that Catherine Wilson retained in herseif the riglit to dis
of the money lu lier 11f etlme; sud she relied upon Hill v. Rl11 (1l
8 O.L.1R. 710, and Smnith v. Gosueil (1918), 43 O.L.R. 123.

The learned Judge said that hie was not at ail sure that:
~Wilson did retain any legal riglit to withdraw the money froir
settleument, or ariy power Wo do mnore than compel the defen
and Margaret Wilson to apply it for the purposes mentioued; -
even if slie did retain the power to revoke the trust, the case
exaetly like Re Bellemare (19119), 16 O.W.N. 24, and was gove
by Toxupson v. l3rowue (1835). 3 Mv. & K. 32, therin referrei


