
will, made prior to her husband's death, the wife appointed the
trust estate to him, consequently the property devolved on the
wife absolutely for default of appointment; and the question was,
whether it passed to her rep)resentativeB as realty or personalty.
Neville, J., deterxnined that the trust for sale (even though subjeet
to the consent in writing of the wife) worked a conversion of the
property,-and that the wife's will was ne evidence of an election
on her part to take the property as unconverted, and consequently
it devolved as part of her personal estate.

ComPANY-DECLARATUaY JUDGM ET- CONSTRUCTION 0F MEM-
ORA.NDUM AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION-RIGHT TO Divi-
DENDS.

Evling v. Israel (1918) 1 Ch. 101. This wus an action te obtain
a declaratory judgmnent construing the memnorandumn and articles
of association cf a liniited cornpany and declaring the rights of
different classes of shareholders in respect to the division of the
profit, and Eve, J., made the required declaration and directed
an acceunt on the footing of the declaration.

WILL-BEQuEST l'O DEBTOR 0F TESTATOR IN TRUST-HOTCHPOT
CLAUSE-NO IMPLIED RELEASE 0F DEBT.

In re Barker Gilbey v. Barker (1018) 1 Ch. 128. In this case a
sumimary application by originating summons was made by the
trustee cf the will te determine thc effect cf a hotchipot clause.
By' the Nvill the testator bequeathed certain shares cf his estate to
bis brothers, who were respectively indebted te hirn in varieus
sum)s cf rnonry. The testator directed that the indebtedness cf
the legatees sheuld he brought into hotchpot for the purpose cf
the division o( his estate. The shares bequeathed to, the brothers
were in trust for themn respectively for life with remainder to their
issue. On behaif of the brothers it was contended that the effeet
of the hotefhpot clause was te extinguish the personal liability of the
debtors te the testator. On behaîf of the issue cf the lego.tees it
was claimed that it had ne such effect and Astbury, J., se held.

APPORTIONMENTl-EXCLUSION (0F APPORTIONMENT ACT BY EX-
PRESS STIPIULATION-TRUST FOR SALE-POWER 0F POSTPONING
SALE-IWHOLE INCOME TO) BE APPLIED AS INCOME PENDING
SALE-APPORTIONMENT AcTr, 1870 (33-34 Vic'T. c. 35) s. 7
-- (B.S.O. c. 156, s. 4).

In re Edwiard8 Newbery v. Edwards (1918) 1 Ch. 142. In this
case t he simple question was whether or net the Apport ionmnte
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