
RE HAMMOND.

poeed upon before thxe bargain was made; on the contrary,
élear from the evidence on both aides that the rate of interest
)t mentioned or discussed. The offer of the plaintiff to pay
pent. w-as neyer accepted and had no bearing on thev righte, of
rties. Rlogers v. Hewer (1912), 8 D.L.R. 288, and lRe.N-oldls
iter (1013), 4 O.W.N. 694, are clearly distinguishable on the

nhe udgment of Strong, J., IniWilliston v. Lawson(11)
i. S.C.R. 673, was in the plaintîf's favour. Tie letrned Judii(ge
ý)und to follow the views expressed by the Chancellor ini
ni v. Jarvis (1916), 37 O.L.R. 269.
ie plaintiff should have the usual judgment for spucifie
mrance, with costs.

oxr, J. MAY 28tn, 1920.
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, and Trustees-Marrage Settlement -Power of Appinrnent
-Exercise by Will-General Devrise and Bequesl-Suýfficieneiy
-WiLls Act, R.S.O. 1914 Ch. 120, secs. 30, 31-J» scharge
f Trustee«B upon Passing Accounts.

otion by the National Trust Company Lixnited, trustees
1 the marriage settiement of Prederick Sidney Hlammond,
.ed, execuWors of hîs will, and also, executors of the will of
dfe, who survived bim and <lied recently, for the advice and
)n of the Court as Wo the construction of the deed of settie-

he motion wua heard in the Weely Court, Toronto.
'. Lawr, for the applicants.

ENqox, J., in a written judgment, said that there were no
ren of the marriage. The deed reserved a power of appoint-
to the. settior, applicable ini the events that had happened.

u dated the 24th September, 1909; the settlor's will was
[td on the 3Oth September, 1909, after the contemplated
âage had been solemnised. The. settior <lied on or about the
May, 1915, and probste of bie will was granted on the l4th
ber, 1915.
he learned Judge was of opinion that the settior duly exercised
ower of appointment conferred by the. deed, by the following
e of bis will: "l furtiier give devise and bequeath Wo my
wife al1 property and estate of whiéh I <lie seised or pos&e.


