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acase where the transferors fraudulefltly assumed to have a title which they

noit* Ilere the case is somewhat different, as the transferors had undoubtedlY

lega titie whic h they could confer, and the only question is whether the trans-

ftree 'S affec-ted by notice of some collateral equity affecting the legal titie.

COMMENTS ON CURRENT ENGLISH DE GISIONS.

W'ILL-TESTAMENTARY PAPER EXECUTED "NOT AS A LEGAL WIL, B3UT AS A GUIDE.-

PrgusI4)-D7>je v. Feiguisonz-Da7Vie, 15 P.D., i09, is a case in which a docu-

Ietdi11Y executed as, and purportiflg to be, a will, but xvhich xvas prefaced

Wihthe words, " This is not meant as a legal xviii, but as a guide," Nvas hield in

Sqfl of these words to be no will, and probate was refused.

WîI'LRnVCT BY MARRIAGE-EXECUTION 0F POVE R 0F APPOI-4TM1NT-WVILs ACT (1 VICT. C,

26 s. 18-(R.S.()., C. 109, S. 20) -LIIMITEI) PROBATE.

Certa R' ussi 5 D.l, a testator having a power of appointment over

brt~Property which, in default of appointment, was to be divided among his

erand sisters, executed a xviii whereby he bequeathed ail the reai and per-

he stat to which he mighit be entitlcd at the time of his death, or over ýwhich

h Power of appointment, to Julia Smiith, and appointed her bis sole execu-

t Fic hIl subsequently rnarried her, and died xithout ni,-king any other will.

Shelci by 13utt, J., that s0 much of the xviii as wvas in execution of the powver

Wl"thiln the exception of the \Vills Act, s. 18 çR.S.O., c. 109, S. 20), and was

~rvked by the miarriage, and administration xvith the wilI annexed xvas

gaIed to the widow, limited to the property over %which the testator had a

Perof appointment.

inteADMINISTRATION-No KNOWN RLA'I'lVE'S 0F DECEASED-GRANT TO CREDITOR.

tuegods of Ashlcy, 15 P.D., 1.20, a grant of administration ad colligeildion

tciade to a creditor of a deceased person, on an affidavit that deceased haci

11 ronrelatives, and was believed to have died a widoxv.

ADmINISTRATION-~C0STSÎNDEMINITY 
AGAINST COT-iUDTR

' BreIlzndell, J3undell v. J3lundell, 44 ChY.D., i, xvas an administration action,

0 flý1duIct of which was given to a joint stock company xvho were creditors.

%1 itl.CnPany, with the leave of the jucige, made an application against a firm of

'tors to compel themn to refund certain monevs which had been paici thern

t3-ss The application was dismnisseci, andi the company wsodrdt a

4à firn "S costs. The company was afterWvards wound up by the Court and could

Pý' anything. Ail the costs of the administration haci been paid, except the

0fthe application against the firrn, but there remained in Court to the

the Itf the action a sum sufficient to pay either the costs of the companY or

tul St Of the firm in relation to the application. North, J., was of opinion

the liquidator of the company had the better rig-»ht to the moniey in Court;


