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containing an option Wo the proposai' Insee ta purchase thbe
reversion in fee- After the testator's death the proposed lesace,
having become entitled ta a lease, ini 189 gave notice of exercising
his option ta purchase the fee; but lie <lied in 1899 insolvent,
and witbout having carried out the purcbase, and the testator's
trustees bad subsequent!y, pursumnt ta the tenus of the agree-
ment, re-entered on the premises. By the testatar's will theF
testator's residuary real and personal estates were dispoSed if to
different persans, and cansequently. it became of moment ta
dJetermine whether or not there had been a conversion of the
realty included in the agreement inta personalty, by reasan ofF
tie notice to exercise the option, and Eve, J., held that the
giving of the notice of exercising the optien worked a conversion,
and the subsequent failure ta carry out the purchase, and the
re-cntry by the trustees of the will, had nat the effect of recon-
verting the property into realty as aganat the legatees of the
persoa»l estate.

\Vn.jL-BEoUEs'rs TO CHILDItEN-AWANCES TO SON-DIRECTION

IN CODICIL TO DRING INTO HOTCHPOT ADVANCES APPEARINO
IN BOOKs-ENTRIES BEFORE AND APTER CODICIL.

In re Deprez, Henriques v. Deprcýz (1917) 1 Ch. 24. By the
wiii in question dated in 1899, and a codicil dated in 1909, the
tvstator macle bequests to bis children, and providcd by the
codicil that the advances to bis son appearing in bis books of
account should ha braught into hotchpat. The testator tied in
1915 and it was then found that his books contained entries,
mrade before aud after the codicil, of advanccs to bis son. Neville,
J., wbo tried the action, hcld that the entries of advances macle
prior to the codicil were incorporated in the wifl, and were con-
clusive, but the subsequent entries were not receivab!ý as part
<Ff the wiII, or aLs evîdence, and as ta tbem there must bc an
nquir.v.

MARRIRD) WOMAN-RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION-PARTIAL RE-

LEASE 0F RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION BT CESTU! QUE TRUST

WI{ILE D)ISCOVERT-DI RECTION TO TRUSTEES.

In re Chrimes, Locovich v. Chrinies (1917) i C'h. 30. This case,
wce believe, is oneC of fîrst impression, at ail eveni s no previous
aurhority is citei on tie point in question. The facts were
simple. The plaintiff was entitled ta a roversionary share ufl(er a
wilI lwqueathed to ber while a spinster, but sbjcct lu a restraint,
against anticipation in case slie marrh d. She subscqucni.ly


