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wvas herefore a eaue of common emnployinent and the action did
not lie. The Court of Appeal (Lord Reading, C.J., and Serutton,
L.J., and Ne ville J.), held i hat the plaintiff was not in the position
of a. servanIt of Moss Empires, but was a licensee having a common

* interest with that company and not a inere volunteer. And al-
* though, if a mere volunteer, the plaintiff would have had no right
r of action, as a licensee wvith interest she hAd a right of action, as

the -injury was caused by a defect in i he nature of a trap against
which the company ought to have guarded the plaintiff.

I'ROBATEl-WILL--SRIKING OUT WORDS IN WILL-WILL HEIAD
OVER-PIESUMPTION OF ICNOWLEDGE AND APPROVAL IIY
TlESTATOR-EVIDENCE REQUIRiE> TO REBUT PRESUMPTION.

Grepion v. Taylor (1917) P. 250. This iva anl action to
revoke the probate granted of a will and for a fresh grant of
probate orniitting certain words in the codicil to the will purport-
ing to give a legacy "to Mande Adelaide Ashurie (daughter of
Francis Manley Bird Ashurie) £4,00OO" on the ground that these
words had been inserted by inistake and the f ostatrix did flot
properly appreciate thein. Biy the will, £5,000 was given to Ade-
laide Maud Ashurie, the wife of F.MB. Ashiurie, and it was alleged
that the real intention of the testatrix was tu substitute therefor
ai ]egacy of £4,000. There was no such person as the person
wuanedl in the codicil, but there appcared to be no doubt that the
1>crsoni intended was Adelaide Maud, the wife of F. M. B. Ashurie.
H1orridge, à., whio heard the application, held that the evidence was
not sufficient t o rebut the presumption that the testatrix kncw and
appro%-ed of the codicil as read over to hier and he therefore
refused the motion, and though hie was of the opinion that the
testatrix by "Maude Adelaide Ashurie" probably nieant the
wife of F. M. Alshurie, yet hie was left in doubt what was the test-
tatrix's real intention as to the £4,OOO and therefore hie thought t.he
only safe way wa8 to abide by the words as rend o ver and approved
by ber.

TEIUSTE-E$--POWER TO 1'OSTI>ONE CONVERSXON-ExEncisfl op
DIFiCRETION.

In re Charteri8 Charter& v. Biddulph (1917) 2 Ch. 379. lu
this case a iegatee sought to coinpel trustees to proceed to con vert
the trust estate for the purpose of paying bis legacy, which arn-
onnted to £230,000, or to conipel payînent of interest on the amount


