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502. The question for decision in this case was whether or flot a
general power of appointment over personal property had been
v'alidlv exercised bv the will of the donce. The donee was a
British suhject (Iomiciled in France, she had made a will unattestcd
which was valid according to French law, and had been admitted
to probate in England under the Wills Act, 1861. The wil
was sufficienit in its terms, but it xvas contended, that Plot heing
attested in accordance with the WiIIs Act, 1837, it was an in-
valid execution of The power. In support of this contention the
decision of Kav. J., In re Kinî'an.s Trusts (1883), 25 ('h.D. 373.
followed bY Kekewich, J., ini Hummel v. Hummel (1898), 1 Ch.
642, was rFelied on: but Neville, J., following D'Hunart v. Harkne.s
(1865), 34 Beav. 324, held that the power was sufficiently exer-
cîsed under the Wills Act, 1837,.s. 27, (R.S.O. c. 120. s. 30).

WILL---(ONSTRU('TION-MON EY-RSID1rUARY PERSON AL EsT.4TE
-EXTRINSIC EVIDENCE, HOW FAR ADMISSýIBLE.

lit te Skillen, Charles v. Char-les (,1916) 1 Cih. 518. By the
,eill of a testatrix'.. question in this case, she (1irectL-d hier dc.bts to
he paid and gave and bequeathed ber "rnonev' unto her two
riieces to bc equally divided between thern after payment of £20
to her executor, and1 expressed bier wish that all lier personal pra-
perty, in the house of either of bier two nieces at the tiie of hif r
death should belong to such niece. The testatrix died in 19!1
and evidence was add(ucC(1 that at the date of bier death -« -;
possesýse(l of cash in the bouse, rnoney on deposit i lier bank, and
at, the Post Office Siixings Bank, a sum of Consols, ani furniture,
together witb sorne sniall perronai ixdongings in the bouse of one
of her nieces. It was held by' Sargant, J.. that extrinsic evidence
was admissible to shew of what the propert y of tbhe deeeas;e< con-
sîisted at the date of hier will ag evidence of surrounding circumi-
stances only, and1 not for the purpose oif proving intention. Here
the evidence sbewed that the property possesse(I by the testatrix
at the date of ber wiil wa.s sui)stanti.alv the saine as that pos-

edc b)v ber at ber deatb. but be :îttacbed no importance to
that as regards tbe construction to be plared on the wvilI; and
held that 1)v the bequesi of "mnv"haing regard to the
other ter-vts of the w;", ail the testatrix's residuary peýrsonal
est a4e pit.Ssec.

W IL--( 'ON5iTRUC'TION--PROVI5iON AGA INST LAPSE OF I . (1HY

DEATH O>F LEGATriE-BEQuRsU BY CODICIL.

In re Smith, Prad4 v. Vandroy (1916) 1 Ch. 523. lu this cabe
a testatrix hy lier vili -nade in 1894 hequeathed a niîmber of


