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,hr, assuming them te be the will. of the deceased, they
of ail his property. The learned 'Chancellor askî,

r.ject the figures *2,000?" and proceeda: "The testator
re meant something- by them. They have no meaning,
Lr insensible, unless read as desiguating the amount of
iet to Brown." The liue "I leave the whof of my
te William Brown" was rega-rded as a declaration by

,tor that he was gaîing te dispose of the whole of bis
,but the figures were held te Îndicate that the testator

ýeeuted the intention lie had forîneil. An additional
,ipon whichi the declaration of intestacy as te therede
,d was, that, iii the order iu which the seraps weri,
probate, they were se iirranged that the, bequest te
ollowed that to Browu. This does net exist lu th(,

Ls. Ilad the bequest made by Miss Browne te her
been followed by any other bequest, it ia tuanifest that
equent legaey would have te be given effeet te, sud
,dent at least the whole of the residue woul flot pass te
* legatee.
e present case 1 caunot reject the werds and fig-ures "te
int of $800." They are meaningless, useless, senseless,
L regarded as limiting the general residuary bequet te
0ough Browue. 1 think that they express the limnitii-
ý800 quite clearly. There is itu intestaey as te the ex

Swill be judgmnent acerdingly, ('osts of p)arties rpt
it of the estkite-those of the~ rxLteutors as betweeîîii
1 client.
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ce-D eath by Drowinig of Person Atitempting to Cross
:r-44tion iinder F~atal Accidents ,I(.t-Brokcb Dam-
Iiipgs of Jury-"Byi not having Watchmer"-Other
in4* of Negli:gen-ce Relied on, izot Foind, and so Nega-
1-Voliintary Assi<mptien of Risçk--Negligence of De-
.Pd-Dimiissa1 of Action.

ni by the mother sud administratrix ef the estate of'
[Udson, deeeased, te reco'ver damages for his death, said
)een eauued by the uegIigtrnee ot the defendants,


