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the wvill of 881 by reerenc- thereto in this recital. This question Jeune, J., de'cided in the negative, and he held tliat there was no such arnbig'iity as to make
declarations by the testatrix of her int.intions admiszible.

PRCOEATE-WILL-CODICIL-NAT-TBBTED INTEJLLI 1ATION&-INCOORRTIOI BY R5EEZI#CE.

k; the goods of i'Jeatli (1892), P. 253, ýS a somewhat similar case to the last.
In this case a testatar marie var'ious alterations and interlineations ir. his will,
soine of which were attested and others flot. Among the latter was an inter-
lincation gýving a legacy of Il &,ooo ta each of rny executors." In the body of
the will he gave £'îo,ooo to one of hie executors, and in a codicil the testator re-
cited that he had given a legacy of îiz,ooo 1.0 this particular person. Under this
state of facts, the court held that the codicil incorpurated the unattested inter-
lincation because it ohowed that it h'ad beeit made prior to the execucion of the
c0d icil.

I4eFAT-MAIZIA.GE S15TTLZIMENT-AGrHErMrENr 'rO SETTLE AFTER-ACgtIIRZD PitopziTv-REptIO!A-

TION !BY INFANT OF DIEE MAD>E WVMILIZ A UtNoit-REASONABLE TIN.L

In Carter v. Silber (1892), z> Ch- 278, we are glad ta find that the Court of
Appeal has reversed the decision of Ramer, J. (89), 3 Ch. 55 (noted ante p.i c6), in which he held tliat a ina n could, after the lapse cf five yeurs after attain-
ing his rnajority, repudiate a ma-î-riage settiement made by hlm while an infant .
The Court of Appeal (Lindley, 73owen, and Kay, L.JJ.) carne ta the conclusion
that the settlement, being for the bernefit of the infant, wvas flot void, but void-
able, and that if he wvished ta repudiate it he mnust do so within a reasonable
tirne after attaining his majority, and that five years was an unreasonable time,
and therefore his repudiation was tao late. It may 'be observed that the Court
of Appeal, in this case, seemi ta censider that the question whether an infant's
deed is void or voidiable turus on whether or not it is for the benefit of the in-
fant, and that it is onlv whecn it is for his benefît that it is voidable; but it rnay
be noted that aur own' cou.rts seem ta have ar.1ved at the conclusion that the
question of benefit or no beneft has nothir.g ta do with the matter, and that
even where an infant's decd is not for his benefit it: is stili only voidable; at least
that we take ta be the re.sult of Rol«y v. Canada Pe'rmanent, 4 O.R. 38, where the
decision of Boyd, C., was afirmed by the Divisional Court, and see other case!3
collected, R. & If. Dig. 1723.

MARRTE.> WOMIRN' PROP33;' ACT, t882 (45 & 46 VICT-, C. 73), 35. 1, 5 (R.S.0., c. t32, MS 3, 7)-NlAR.
RIED WOMAN-WIL. MADE DtJRING COVERTIIRE PRIOR TU ACT-SEPARATE PlOPESTY ACQtUIRBD
AFTER THE ACT.

rit re i3owen, .7aies v. J7a»es (18c)2), 2 Ch. 291, a question arase as ta the ef-
fect of a will made by a married woman during coverture prior ta the Married
Women's Prope.rty Act, 1882, as regarded separate property acquircd by her
after the Act came into force, the will h.cing so framed as ta dispose of after-
acquired property -, and Chitty, J., held that the aftte:-acquired sieparate property
passed under the will.
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