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ned that lot. A suppleînentary affidavit, coveing the
ild be filed.
iow took, an estate in fee simple in lier own riglit ini the
~d to 'ai the will-her riglit or estate was niot controlledl
by the last paragraph of the will, which purported to
Éhe real estate in tic e vent of lier dying without a wvill:
Laws of England, vol. 28, p. 679, para, 1295; 1p. 684

,as. 1303, 1305, 1307.-
;t paragraph of the will was at most an indlefinitely
tttempt to annex an inconsistent and repugnant con-
1he disposition or devolution of a fee definitely cou-
i the wife.
cy v. Bowring-Hanbury, [1905] A.C. 84, distinguished.
Baid thiat the midow had made a will, and it W'as sug-
it should be declared irrevocable, as in In re Turner

.L.R. 578. The learned Judge thouglit that procedure
ii this case.

hould be an order deelaring that the land is the prop-
widow in fee simple; the order not to issue until the
quired lias been filed.
.it of the estaite-$10 for the Official Guardian and $30
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1-Adratce of Money upon Promissory Note Made in
ofTrader by M1anager a.s Attorney-uhority, of Attor-

ig Qovering Transawtion-Mo'ney .Placed, ta Credit of
ins Bank and UAe for his Beneft-Liability toa Repay-

ýo1ac1-Action on Promissory Note- A mendmen-

ion was bro ught against Thompson Brothers upon a
noefor $1,500, dated the 5th September, 1918, to

tsuin and interest and also a furthcr sum of $97.75
onanother promissory note.

Thomsonin and before 1918, carried on business as
»e, uder the naine of Thompson Brothers; on the

)1, i gave his son H{arold a limited power of attorney
cia bsinssfor him with a speclfied bank. On the
ry 98 he executed a new. power of attorney by

ppitdhis son Harold or one Wiers his attorney.
Bohrthrough Harold A. Thompson, borrowed


