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WILL-CONSTUCTION-GEp:RAL LI1OACY-CHANGE IN VALUE OP
81HARES--WILL SPICAKING PROM DEATE OP TESTAT0Rt--CW-
TRARY INTENT1N-WILLS ACTr, 1837 (1 Viar. c. 26), s. 24-
(R.S.O., o. 128, s. 26).

lit re Gillimy, Lnglis v. Oillns (1909) 1 Ch., 345. A testator
by hie iil gave twenty-flve shares in a company to W. F. Ware.
»At the date of the ivili the shares were of the par value of £50
with £1 credited as paid. Subsequently the shares were divided
irito £10 shares with £1 eredited as paid; and at the time of
the testator's death he oiwned £10 shares but no £50 sbares in
the company. The question Warrington, J., was calIed on toi
de<,ide, was whether the wiiU as te the legaey in question was
to be construed as speaking fri the death of the testator, or
f rom its date, and whether the twenty-flve shares bequeathed
wrerc te be deemed £50 shores or £10 shares, He decided that
there was nothing in the wilI shewing a contrary intention, and
therefore, that it miust speak fri the death, and t'aat being so
the Iegzatee wa-s entitled only to shares as they existed at that
time, viz., 25 £10 shares.Ï

MýORTGAGOR-MIORTO.AQEE-MORTGAGOR GETTINCi IN OUTSTANDING
INOMDRNCE--M.RLER-DECARAIONAGAZNST MEEGER.

Re Gibbon, M11oore v. Gibbon (1909) 1 Ch. 367. In this eue
the facts are too emplicated te be here set out in detail and it
muet suffice te say that inter alia Neville, J., decidod that where
a mortgagor gets in an outst.anding charge, and takes a transfer
with a deelaration against nmerger, àhat declaratien wll prevent
a merger in the event of hi& dying inteetate; but if the effeet of
keeping the charge alive would prejudice the rlghta of any>
mortgagee of the xnortgagor se, getting in the outat.anding incum-
bromce, then the charge wiII mnerge in the inheritance notwith-
standing a deedaration against inerger; anid if there je a merger
in faveur of a mortgagee then there is a ruerger for ail purposes,
which wiIl bind those entitled upen the death of the mertgagor
intestate.

'WILI-CONSTRUCTION-GIPT TO PFMRONS WIIO WOULD BE NEXT
OP' XII; UNDER STATUJTE or DiSTRIBUTION-JOINT TENANCY OP.
11NANCY IN COMMON.

lit re Nightingale, Bowde» v. GrifiUks (.1909) 1 Ch. 385. In
this case a teatator had devieed and bequeathed property te per-


