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* affidaivit of the plaintiff verif3'ing hi. dlaim, in general terms,
* alleged that the defendent was j ustly and truly indebted, and that

there was n0 defence to the action; and Wills and Lawrance, JJ.,
* held that this wVas sufficient, although it did not expressly allege

that notice-of dishonour had been given to the drawer.

PITC---DEATII OF PLAINTIX.F AFtE.I)( IMENT-EQU it'AlILF EXECU'r1014-

P'ARTIES ENTITI.&D TO EXIýCITI0S-ORI). \L11., Mk 8, 23-ONT. RULPS 858,
886, 622.

In Norburn v. Norbursi) (1894) 1 Q.B. 448, a sole plaintiff died
after judgment. Her personal representatives, without reviving
the suit, made an application under Ord. xlii., r. 23 (Ont. Rule
sso). for the appointrnent of a receiver of certain interests the
defendant was entitled to under a wiil, and for an injunction to
restrain the defendant frorn dealing %vith such interests; but the
motion was refused, \Vîlls and Grantham, JJ., holding that the
appnftment of a receiver by way of equitable execution wvas not
exccution within the meaning of that Rule. The proper proce.
dure in such a case would appear to be for the representatives, first,
to oltain an order to continue the proceedings in their naine (see
Ont. Rule 622), and then inove, as until the order to continue
proccedings is issued they have no lociis standi.

HUAN NI WIFE.-COx'IRACT 1-N CONSIDEIRA-11M OF %IARIIAI--PliO.NISF '1

D'EVISE LAND> 'lO INITENnEflt OIE-RAl F CONT RAU'T-RIt, 01* F ACTION!

-DI)M;E, MEASU'RE F-ELlAI0VjtUE.

,Synge v. S.Yllge, (I894) 1 Q.13. 466, wvas an action by a wvife
against ber biusband, founded on an ante-nuptial contract niade
1), the defendant, in consicieration of marriage, to leave by %vilI to
the intended wvife certain landis and premnises for her life. The
hutsbaind haci put it out of his po\ver to, perforin the promise by
('nveying the land in question to ilthird persons. MheJ.,
whoi trieci the action, gave judgmeit for the defeîidant ou the
gruund that the lacts proved did not arnount to a contract, but
the Court of Appeal (which, so far as the report indicates, \vas
on this occasion composed only of Kay, I.J.) came to the con-
clusion that a valid contract had been proved, and that the plain-
tiff, as sooni as the defendant parted. Nith the property so as to
prevent his carrying ont bis contract, haci an iniediate right of
actîion for the breach, according to tbe \vell-known cases of


