
BONNER-WORTH CO. v. GEDDES BROTHIERS.

lase 20 was as follows.
And 1 do hereby, pursuant to the provisionls of the jtjtut
at behaif, declare that anv policy or policies of inisurance o,,
dfe which may be in existence at the timie of my\ dileeas,,e,
il money and other beniefits and advantages to be derivedl
from, shall be and accrue for the benefit of my wife and chil-
in the proportions and in the maniner in which the other
mns of my estate are given to them and for their benefit as
,ibefore inentioned. And 1 declare that such provision shahl
to t~he policies which arc 110W ini existence as well as to any
policv or policies which may hereafter be issued and that

mnd ail of the amounts received by my execuitors or trflstees,
r- such policies or as interest on the moneys arising therefromr
be held by themn upon and subject to, the trus5ts above men-
i and be distributed among my wife and children iii the saine
Lnd mianner as the other portions of ïny estate.?
lie learned Judge said that, on a careful consideration of
hole wvill. and of the coicil, lie was of opinion that what the
,or intended to aecomplish was to continue to the four
iciaries above-named (Grace Anderson being substituted
obert P. Anderson) the benefits of the respective policies

mIe to them; and that clause 20 should apply to and include
mnce moneys not already made payable to named beneficiaries
st as if thýe word "other" had been used in clause 20 80) as
ike it read, "I . . .declare that any othe>r policy or
i.,» etc. Sucli a reading makes ail parts of the wiil and the
1 consistent with each other, and removes the doubfts enter-
1 by the executors.
i. practice of supplying words is not one to be lightly adopted,
ihould not be adopted where a sensible mneaning can be
~to the whole will without their introduction; but see Key
y (1853), 4 De G.M. & G. 73, 84, 85; Phillips V. fiai! (1906~),
R. 517.
der declaring aceordingly--coet8 of ail parties out of the

those of the executors as between solicitor and client.

[FORlD, J. JUNE 5TH, 1920.
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