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sible to show what the testator treated as the
Cleve Court estate to the time of his death;
and that the subsequent purchases passed by
the will —Castle v. Foz, L. R. 11 Eq. 542.

4. Devise of a house in trust for A. to receive
and take rents, and on A.’s decease in trust
for the daughters of A. who should attain
twenty-one, or be sconer married, residue of
testator’s estate over. A, had a daughter, and
died before the latter attained twenty-onme.
Held, that the contingent remainder to the
daughter was supported by the estate in the
trustees; and that the rents accumulated be-
tween A.’s death and her daughter’s attaining
twenty-one formed part of the residuary estate.
—1In re Edells’s Trusts, L. R: 11 Eq. 659.

5. Devise of 1ands in parish of H. to certain
parties, *‘ the rest of my freehold heredita-
ments situate in the parish of H.” to S. The
first devise was void. Held, that the land first
devised did not pass to 8., the devise to him
being specific, not residuary.—Springett v, Jen-

“dngs, L. R. 6 Ch. 333; s.c. L. R. .10 Eq. 488

6. Devise of ““all and singular the estate and
mines of Aroa,” in trust to sell, and legacies
to A. and B, in full satisfaction of any sums
due from testatrix. There was also the usual
devise of lands held as trustee and mortgagee,
The Aroa estate was subject to a mortgage,
the money due on which was impressed with
trusts for A. and B. Held, that A. and B.
must elect between the mortgage money and
the legacies under the will. — Wilkinson v.
Dent, L. R. 6 Ch. 839.

7. A testator having two great:nephews
sons of a deceased niece, and also nephews
and nieces, devised to his great-nephew A.,
and to his ¢ great-nephew B., and to such
other of my nephews and nieces,”” &e. In
one place the testator called A, his ¢ nephew.”
Held, that ** nephews and nieces” did not in-
clude great-nephews and great.nieces.—JIn re
Blower’s Trusts, L. R. 6 Ch. 851; s ¢. L. R
11 Eq. 97.

8. Devise of land without words of limitation
to o wife who was made executrix. Testator
directed * my execuirix” to pay a certain sum
to B. annually. Held, that the wife took the
fee.— Pickwell v. Spencer, L. R. 6 Ex. 190.

9. Devise in trust for E, with certain re-
mainders to her children, and ultimate limita-
tion as follows: **and in case every child born

-or to be born should die under the age of
twenty-oue years, and without leaving issue,
then to the use of the heirs and assigns of E
ns if she had continued sole and unmarried;”
rewind.r to heirs of testator. R, had a child

who died, aged twenty-three, after the date of

the will, at which date the child was aged six-

teen, but before testator’s death. E. assigned
her interest under the wiil to the defendant.

The plaintiff claimed as heir-at-law of the

tegtator and of E. Held, that the ultimate

limitation did not take effect; and if it did,

yet E. had no power to assign the estate de-

vised, and the plaintiff would take s heir of

E. if she had continued uumarried. The rale

in Bhelley’s case did not give E. the fee,

Judgment for plaintiff.—Brookman v. Smith.
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See AgE; APPORTIONMENT, 2; HUSBAND AND
Wire ; ILLEGITIMATE CHILDEN, 1, 2; LEe-
Acy; PerepEruiry; Texancy n Common.

Divorce. —See JURISDIOTION.
DowMIcILE.

A British subject domiciied in France, had
two illegitimate children by a Frenchwoman,
whom he afterward married, whgn the chil-
dren were legitimated according to the law of
France. [Held, that the status of the children
in England was to be determined by the law of
France.—Skottowe v. Young, L. R. 11 Eq 474.

EaseMmeNT.—See DEDICATION.
EsroTMENT.

Ejectment on a forfeiture for breaches of
covenants in a lease. Plaintiff assigned as
particulars of breaches a certain act of for-
feiture, and failure to pay several quarters’
rent since such act. Held, that alleging the
gecond ground of forfeiture was no wuiver of
the first, or affirmance of the tenancy.—Zole-
man v. Portbury, L. R.6Q B.245; s ¢. L R.
5 Q. B. 288.

ErectioN.—See Devise, 6; WiLL.
EmBEzZLEMENT. —See INDICTMENT.

Es7aTE ror Lire.— See Devise, 9. i
Esrorpern. —See Courr; TRUST.

Evipexcn.

In a wall forming one side of a house be-
longing to A. was a stone with au iaseription
stating the wall to be the property of B, and
that the ground eighteen fcet south from the
stone wag given to the pubtic for'a street. B.
had asserted mno claim of title for at least
thirty years, Held, that the fee of the street
remained in B., and that A. had not gaived a
title to the wall by adverse possession. The
ingeription on the stone was sufficient to pre-
vent such adverse possession arising — Phallip-
son v. Gibbon, I, R. 6 Ch. 428.

See Drvisw, 8; Iunrarrimare Csinorev, 3 ¢

Lsaicy, }; LiBern ; Neguigexce, 1; Now-
Ut Patunt, 55 PeesuMprion; Liwt-
TATIONS, STSTUTH F.



