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by an appointmeit by deed in favour of the sanme appointee, waa
oDperl-tive, or whether the appointmaent by deed wua by way of
ademption of the appointment, by will. The tottrix under lier
fathers will had power, with the consent of bier husband, to
appoint by deed or will a trni of £40,OO0 beween her seven
children. On the mari age of three of thera uhe appointed an
equal share in favour of each of thf m. She then mnade her wiIl
appointing the reuidue between the other four chuld3 en, one of
whomn subsequently inarried, and on bis marriage ahe by deed
appointed cneeNevth blare to hini. Bargant, J., on the evidence,
was clearly of the opinion that the intention of the appointor wMs

Vo give by the appointment by deed, Vhe share which she had
previously appointed to hlm by will, and that the latter appoint-
men+ wa.- -in effeot adeemed bý, Vhe appointment by deed.

VENDOR MAND PIUICHABER-->3ALE OF FiItUPEHOLD) floUSE "I i& rps-
SI)N "-'OPE&RTY ON LEASE--COM>LETON FIXED FOR DATE
0F EXPIRATION OF LEASE-DILAPIDATION BY LESSEE-
COMPENSAT'ION FOR DILaPIIDATIONB--CLAIM OP PURCHABER.

In re ym-Siephena & Scott-Miller (1920), 1 Ch. 4712. This
wus an application under the Vendors' and Purchasers' Act to
determine the question %whethcr the purchaser was entitled te be
paid certain rnoneys payable Vo the vendor by a lemSe of the
prewises ini respect of dilapidations. The contract was for the

enle of a freehold hous "in possession." At the date of the
contract the property was under a lease, whit-h would expire stt
the date fixed for completion; and under the lems a sum, becaine
payable for dilapidation which the vendor and the tenant agreed
&w. ountnd to £2,060. The purchaser clained to be entitled to this
surri. But Sargant, J., who heard the e.pplication, held that what
was sold was noV, the bouse subject to the lease, but the bouse
with possession altegether apart frorn, and independent of the
lease, the obligation and rights under which, were af le held,
matters between the vendor and lemse; anid that therefore the
purchaser had no right te the nionsys payable by Vhe lessee under
hie covenant, for dlhpidatiorw. With ths con1clusion the Court
of Appeel (Lord Stem~dale, M.R., anid Warringtn and Younger,
L.JJ.) unanixnouely agréi d.

Wzur-Dmyisim OF FlREEIOLD RENT C!UIGE--SUBSIDQUYSNT PUR-
CHASE 0F PROPERT-Y StUBJEOT TO RENT CIURGE-MERGERl-
ADEmmPON-WiLLS AcTr, 1837 (l Vîe., ciH. 26), aECis. 23, 24
-(R.S.O. c. 120, es. 26, 27>.

In re Bicc, Eawards v. Bu8h (1920), 1 Ch. 488. The point
ivolved in this case wua whether or nlot, having regard te the


