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in aid of the personal estate, but not in relief of itU- prii-
ary Iiabîlit'y, e.xcept as regards anly siRciIica1y bequuathed,
of whlich- there is noue. Sec cases colleetc(l at p. î 2,, (,r
Theobald on Wills, 5t1 ecd.; a Iso I rvin v. I ronoiong r, 2lRuss.
&My. 531.

Mlr. Hceggwe argued that the beq'u''st, emubraeing as ht docs
ail the testatof s per>inaI propcrtv, is in it.. nature resd(uair.
and that, as there, is also a recsidutarv devise of land, .
of thie Devolution of Estates Uet applies, ani that tLuedc,
shoulci be borne by the pcrsonaltv and residitary estate aabv

Se,(ction 7 reads as, follows: IlThe real and r.oalr-
perty' of a deceased, J)Qr5(i cornprised in any resîdnar,*v i1 vic.
or beqjuü.s shall (exeept so far a., a contýrarvý intenton] shah11
appear from his ilh or anv codicil thereto) 1wa)lial
ratalyv according to the respectiv e values, to the1 alien
of h1isdbt.

In thie first place, 1 think if quite elcar tliat this zucetioni
does not aipply whcre there is not bol/it real and personal po
perty coupriscd in a residuarv gift.

TIhe terni II re.+;rvbqe imnpiies that >sonttiîi.,
lias beeni faken ont of the l)crsoflal estate by the ftitaor, anud
that thie bequest applies onlv to a balance as dsigu~c
fron the whole. Sec Stroud's". Jud. I)ict., tit." eiu.

The bequest here not being resïtluary ini the, oriîiarv
sense, the Act (loes flot applv to tii will. 'l'le landmeont
prisedl in the specifie residuar 'v devise rnust bear i ol, r
tionaliIY the burden of paying anv balance of dbsav
the personal estate is exhausted.

The charge creatcd, by the wili a fetaill thft1 to'
lands, and Lanceflid v. iggulden, L. R. 10 ChI. 13;, a-
liahes thaf specifie and residuarvy devis(-s of land are o (ml11w
smne footing in rcgard to liabî lity fo pay debt... Secalu
jannan, 5th cd., p. 1431.

At tesýtators death lie xvas in po5ýsc(siojt of atrsin
miacinie and engine under the usual conidifional sales- age
ment, subject fo liens for unpaid, purchaiýie nîone v, ami oit
behalf oif flic lcgatee of the peýrsonal proeý14rtyý it waý rgne
that he was entitled to these articles f red from t1w les
1? understand fhat flic total balance of th(,esna rl)rx
hs Iess than the dcbfs, so that titis question is, not inaterial,
blut, if if 1ee think it élean that, as the gîft is in nto ns
a pecifie leav(sec Bothamley v. Sherson., L 'i. 2o 1
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