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other haif of the "property" were devised aind b
granddaughter, Louisa, "te be held by her durir
ber death to her heirs and assigns forever."

The sister contended that she took the propq
the brother, that she took a life-estate only.

The testator may have meant to give Louisa
but, in so far as lands are affected, the question
the testator mean? but, what meanig does the
technical words which he used?

It was clear that the testator had used woi
the fee simple: Van Grutten v. Foxwell, [18971 ý

But a considerable part of the property was
rule waw tc> be applied to the chattel property?

Smith v. Butcher (1878), 10 Ch. D. 113, and 1
(1878), il). 146, referred to.

'Realty and persorialty were comprised ini t]
ruling being that the testator gave the land to t
absclutely, it must be held that the chattels,
ImWI.r: sec De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852

Therefore, Louisa Tipling took absolutety th(d
ai.d bequeathed to ber.

Tiiere should bc no order as to costs.
AIWe 10 days, if there should bc no appeal,

met out of the mnoneys ini Court te the eredi-
accordnce wt th abo've rulings, mnay be take:

ROSE, J., IN CHAMERS.
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