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construction was sought to, determine whether the next of
the testator took under the residuary clause, if aDuy such
and iu default the Crown, or whether the executors were

d1 to the beneficial iuterest lu the residue. Nowhere else
will was there evidence of an intention to benefit relatives
t of kin lu auy way.
e major part of the estate was given to old employees. It
»iteuded ou the part of the Crown that the executors took
sidue impresseýl with a trust, and therefore were precluded
Lbenefitiug personally; and that, because the reference in
siduary clause was to "my executors," and not to them b)y
it was uot îutended that they should personally beuefit.

i. learned Judge said that hie was -unable to see, f rom thle
ige used, that auy trust had been created or declared.
,ference to Gibbs v. Rumnsey (1813), 2 V. & B. '294; Read
ýdirum (1859), 26 Beav. 495; Higgixison v. Kerr(19)
R. 62; Meagher v. Meagher (1915), 34 O.L.11. 33, 40.
ie words usedl "to be by thera disposed of in such inainier
Ly iu their discretiou seem best" are wide and comiprehien-
and permit the executors. to naine thmevsasbef-
3. The words give a general and absolute power of appointl-
in respect of the residue, which they eau exercise lui thecir o'mn
r: Farwell ou Powers, 3rd ed. (1916), p. 18.
Pither the uiext of kiu nor the Crown could ùeaU upon the
tors to accouuit for the residue of this estate.
)sts of ail parties out of the residue.

ERiLiii), J. JANUÂRit 4ii, 1917.
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-Con8triuction-Bequesiý of Money iin Bank-" 14'/ ArroeufU"
-Nome of Bank not Corredily Givený.

[otion by the limperial Trusts Company of Canadit, aid-
,tratora with the will annexed of the estate of William Wa-1-
ý, deoeased, for au order determiuing a question, as to the
rution of the will.
h. testator, a soldier, (lied ou the .24th April, 1915, on the
of battie. Two lettera written by hlmii fromn militUary ecampe

i brothers and sister were admitted to probate as "a sol4ivr:a


