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the defendants' respective predecessors in tite, and that they
were bound by -the so-called covenants in the deed, although it
lied flot been executed, and notwithstanding that there waa a
reservation of a right to the original owner to dispense wlth
sueh covenants, and notwithstaxiding the defendants had flot
executed the deeds froxîî their respective vendors.

A\DMINISTRATION - STATUTE BARRED DEDT - RESIDUARY LEGATSE
AJLSO RFS5IDITARY LEGATEE OF DEBTOR 'S ESTATE.

lo'r Bruce, Lawford v. Bruce (1908) 2 Ch. 682. The Court
of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Moulton and Farwell,
L.JJ.) have been iunable to agree with the decision of Neville, J.
(1908) 1 Ch. 850 (noted ente, vol. 44, p. 483). The testator

* whose estate wvas iii quesfion died ini 1882 Ieaving James Bruce
a share of bis residuar estate. In 1878 the testator had lent bis
.sister £200 at 5 per cent. interest, which had never been repaid.
She died in 1903, inaking James Bruce one of her executors and
also her residuary 1egatee. and as such he received £5,000. The
point in question~ was whether Jamnes Bruce was bound to give
Predif. for the deht due b3' the test.ator's sister as part of bis resi-
ditary share of the testator's estate. Neville, J., held that lie
was, relying on the case of Courtenayj v. williams (1844) 2 Hare

* 539, but the Court of Appeal distinguish that case, en the ground
4 that there a legel liability for the debt existed, whereas ini the

present case, at no titie was there any legal liabîlity on the part
of Jamies Bruce to pay the debt in question.

* APPLICATION-FATWER OF ILLEGITIMATE CHILD-BASTARDY ORDES
* ~-LiÂrnILITY 0F PUTATIVE FATHER FOR NpEssAREs--DEATU~

OF' PUTATIVE S'ATHER-ENPoRCZiNo ORDR - BASTARDY LAws
AMENDMFNT ACT 1872 (35-36 VICT. c. 65) s. 4-(R.S.O.

In re Harrinigtoni, VVilder v. Turner (1908) 2 Ch. 687. An
* order had been inade under 35-36 Viot. c. 65, above referred to,

for the payment by the putative father of a weely sum for the
;upport of bis illegitinmate child, until the ehild should attain the
age of 16 or die. The father had subsequently died, and, at the
time of his death, thero were arrears amnounting to £37, and the
paynients which would accrue from his death until the child
woiild Attain 16. aniounted to £119, 4s., for Nvhich two sa1ma the
inother, to whoi- they were payable, claimed, to, prove against
the e8tate of the defleased, but Warrington, J., held that such


