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equal parts.”> The widow di
~ The testator haq five childre
ster, were living,

D’Arey Tate, Hamilton, for executor and children of
testator,

T. Hobson, Hamilton, for aqut grandchildren of tes-
tator.

ed on the 21st January, 1898'
1, all of whom hut Annie Web-

F. W. Harcourt, for infant grandchild,

MEREDITH, J., held that, the testator’s words being plain,

there being no ambiguity, patent or latent (Higgins v. Daw-
som, [1902] A, (. 1), th

> »1¢ grandchildren cannot take directly.
Or can they take unde i

» OF at least supposed to be capableé
of taking, No one With or without g knowledge of the Ac

uld be to the child or children, or
Y all ” has no con-

“all my children,” gnq 8

the will. Order accordingly ; cogts out of t

———

he estate as usual.

JANUARY 23Rrp, 1903.
DIVISIONAL cougrp,

from Judgment of the Judge of the
County Court of Simeoe in an acti

S su
Improvements to a hote] ip the t

oWn of Barrie. The
plaintiffs claimeg $277.85, 5785 being for exiras outside
the contract. The J udge disalloweq the extras and deducted
a sum for incomplete Work, and therefope found that there
was nothing due ¢, plaintiffs, and gaye judgment for defend-
ants with costs, The plaintiffg

appealed ag t, the extras anq
the deductions, anq also contendeq that the defendants
allowance for costs shoulq be bage

d upon the amount

pplied in repairs and

)
on to enforce 5 mechanics’ -
ne and materig]



