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it was argiied was not charitable. Farwell, J., held that the gift
of tlue personalty w'as a gond charitable gift as heing for a publie
purpose. aîîd iii ease of publie taxation, and that it might '91so
be siippofted ase beirag for the 'setting ont of soldiers,'' a elaume,
by the way. of the statitte of Elizabeth whieh is not preserved in

e..O . 333. s. 6. But the gift of the houses lie held failed
altogether as being a gift for the benefit of former offcers of the
u'egirrneut witholit referewev to age. Another judge rnight vry
possibly -nme to the con 'cusion that ''old' nieant "aged,' ;ind
thât theretore the gift waq gozid.

ESTOP'PEL-E-TAS'CE OF" DEVMSE LINDERI VOID OFI-III 'I l
REMAINDEEMIAN UNDER voit) wti,-TITIE DY POSSESSION.

Iii re Anderson, Pegler v. Oiilatt (1905) 2 Ch. 70 deals with
an interesting question on the lav of esýtoppi3l. A nîarried woîuan
entitled to the~ prol)erty iii question made a wvill of it whereby
she devised it to her husband for life, and aftpr hie death to cer-
tain persons iii reinainder. The testatrix haid no power to make
the wi'll, kind it was voul ; lier husband, .however, cntered upon
the property and (lied. having bieen more than twenty years in
posugession. On his death those entitled in remainder under the
wNul. if it hiid been viiiid, (elainied the propert.v against thosc
r1auing it is rprctsentatives, of the dceased hiushand on 11he
grotind thnt lie. and those elainuing tinder hini. %veri' estolilwd
fromî (lisputiiig t lie validity of the will. l3ueiley, ., distinigishi-
ing Board v. 'Board. 1J.. 9 Q.B. 48, and Dalton v. Fitz[lrah1
(1897) 2 Ch. 86, followved Paine v. Jones, L.R 18 Bq. :320, and hld(
that the husband and those <lainuing under hinr were uîot estoppeil
fronu dîsputing the validity of the will, or from sctting up a title
by possession adverse to tht' rights of those elaiming in remainder
under it. See Re Dunhani, 29 Gr. 258.

CONFLIOT 0F LAWS-CHOSE IN ACTION-PERSONAL ESTATE IN ENG-
LAN,'D--AssiGNMONT EXECT3TE ABROAD OF PERSONAL ESTATE
iN% ENeL.>iNDr)-NOTicF-PnTORITY.

In KellyJ v. SJclwyn. (1905) 2 Ch. 117 the plaintiff elaimed to
be assignee of a fuud in priority to a prior assignee. The fund
in question was in England, andi the plaintiff hadl flrst given
notice of his assignmnent tô the trustees of the fund. The defen-
dant's prior Rc;sigimt*ný was exeented in New York, where, notire
to the dehtor is not necessary to preserve priority. Encly, -T.,
held that the fund being in EnglRnd. the law of England gov-
erned the rights of the parties, and that the plaintiff was con-
sequently entitled to the prior'y he clairned hy reason of his
prior notice to the trustees.


