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alty and must be deait with accordingly. This is determined
by the Chancellor in Re Dods (1901), 1 0. L. R1. 7. Re
Claives, [1893] 1 Ch. 214, a decision of the Court of Appeal,
tiot cited ini Re Dodg, is more exactly ini point. Re Siater,
[1906]1 Ch. 480, though not on precisely the same point,throws light upon te' section of the Wills Act whieh la
applicable.

The second question arises under clause 26: "1 hereby
give to my daughter Saraht Frances. Barrett whatever sum or
sums of xnoney may bo to, my eredit in any bank or upon my
person or ini my domicile at the time of my decease, for the
purpose of cnaý-bling my said daughter to meet the immediate
current exeîe it connection. withlt ousekeeping."

At thic date of the will it is said titat the testator had only
a siwail sinu) to s credif in the bank; but quite apart from
the Wi]ls At, the festator liere speaks of the moneyr to his
üredit et thie date of his death. Hie then had to his credit
$17,200. The question la, does this ail belong to Sarah?
She dlaims if.

('ounsel (lid not refer me to any case like this, nor have
1 been able to find one. Had the gift been to te daugliter
for lier own ume, ant expressioni of the motive or object or
purpose of the gift would nof interfere with lier absolute
titie; but here the testator lias expressed a'purpose which is
nlot personal to the daughter. It is, I tltink, more than mere
mnotive,; it amiouints to, a truet. The testator was maintaîning
a hoisvlhold. is daughter was living with him. On bis
deathi he id itot contemplate an instantaneous scattering of
the family' living with him; and the money on hand, either
as cash Ilx ilihle bouse, or on deposit in the bank, was given to

his uglie "to ineet the immediate current expenses, ln
Coneefoitwith houtsekeeping;" noV merely his liouseliold
dbla bt ail thiat could fairly be regarded- as fallîng within

thati deignration duiring a reasonable time after bis deafli,
pei iltu faxiliY reorganization. Ail money noV needed

for- thaf puros blongs Vo, the estate as a resulting trust.'
Re Wet 19011 1 Ch. 84, co11ects ftxe more important

Thoeiaxin questioti ai-ses on te first clause of the
wil]. Apaenl v ebecea Barretf, the testator's wife,' had
borrowed( sixty thvflousand dollars, and placed a mortgrage for
this timoutit tipon lier property. This was donc for the
accommiiodaitioni of ftie lusband, Hie was a life tenant of the
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