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inay die pos-essed iu the nianner following, that is to Say'Unl ss, then, the presence of the residuary clause (oraksa differeuoe, the devise here is good. It does nott there was no residuary clause in l)oe Lowry v. Grant,"25, Uickey v. Ui'key, 20 0. R. 371, or Doyle v. Nagle,162; while it appears that there was not a residuaryýe UTarkin, 7 O. W. R. 840; and the defective devise wasby the absence of a residUarY devise in Rel Bain and
are eau be no doubt that. if the attexnpted 'devise wereftaking, effeet, the land would fail înto the residue: R.c.128, sec. 27, « unleSs a contrary intention appearsWhatever interpretation be put upon the last clause,this devise is flot one " incapable of taking effeet " forýare set out iu Rie (Jiexent. And 1 amn unable'upondistinguish the case of a devise of this character foi-'esiduary clause and one which is not. The rules laidJlemnt don not at ail depend upon the leaning of theist intestacy1.
ýrefor-e, of opinion that the devise is good to pass theownied by the testator.
ail parties ont of the land devised...they inay bearge thereon.
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