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* were peculiar. Ile plaintiffs were Hohler tAlC vendor, Relie and
ivife for whoin the purchase was made, and the defendants were

1 ........ the executors of the deceased purchaser Mrs. Aston who was 'an
,~, , auntcf the plaintiffRollo. Hohler was in negotiation with the land-

lord of certain leasehold preinises for the surrender of an existing
terxn and for a renewal of the terin for an extended period. Mrs.
Aston. hearing cf the transaction, agreed verbally with Hohier that
she would buy the prernises for her niiece Mrs. htello and lier huEband

-, who were then living in the country and who %were inforrned by
her of lier intention. MIr. Hohler thereupon coinpleted the pur-
chase. Mr. and Mrs. Rolle gave up the lea8e of thecir premises
in the cau-tr-y and entered inte possession cf the lieuse and

i.' preinises acquired by 1-oh!er; but befere the rcquired deeds te
g ive effect. te the transaction were executed Mrs. Aston died, and
her executers refused te be bound by the alleged agreement and
set up the Statute cf Prauds as a defence. Sargant, J., who tried
the action, came te the conclusion that the contract %vas net only

y for sale 1)3' bIoler te Mrs. As9ten (under which she weould bc the
ewner of the house) but was a contract for the purchase of it for
the benefit of Mr. and Mrs. Rollo, and though the latter could net

e enforce the contract fIohler was nevertheless entit!ed te insist on
its being earried outJfor their benefit, and that the Rellos cntering
inte possession %vas a sufficient part perfrac te0k tecs
out cf the Statute of Fràuds. Hie was, however, cf the opinion,
though net actual)y deciding it, thut the Relies giving up possessionl
of their counti-y house and geing te the expense of removing te the
lieuse in question weuld constitute a valid censideration for the
centract te tive thern the lieuse, which would therefore net be a
mere n udumn pach<n.

RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS-COVENANT BT PUIICHASER TO 1 ERFORX
REBTitICTIVE COVENANTS BY WHICH N'ENDOR 18 BOUND-
C-OVENANT TO IN DENIiy-DWELLING H )~USE.

Ï?eckift v. Cody (1920) 2 Ch. 452. The plaint iff in this case had
purchased land nnd had given te his vendez' a covenant that ne

-É detached d elling lieuse -hich should be built thereon should be
cf Iess value than £800' The plaintiff subsequently sold te the
diefendant a pai-t cf this land and teck fromn ler a ceovenant that
she m-ould performn the restrictive covenants by which the plain tiff

~ ~ was bound, The defendant thereafter eretted on the preinises
ahut or îhed foi, use as a scheelrer fiboscaless aletan

* £800. The action was brought te, coinpel, the removal of this
building. Tm-o ciefences vieïe zaîsed: (1) that the covenant was

-o


