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half the preniiums; but the wife. at her humband 's request, f rom
time toi time paid bis moiety which he was unable to, pay.i The
foran te enftuafrmediorandtherlafterdient T::s rpetV
fo h bdeienituof maede a enteratrde h assigu i rpet
did not; speciflcally mention the polie.yand no notice of the

the hiusband 's death the aggregate of the premiums paid by the

wieon his behalf exceeded one-haif the net balance of the
policy money after paynient of certain prior charges thereon
effected by bath husband and wife. Joyce, J., doubted whether
the husband 's assignment passed any interest whatever in the
poliey save sueli as he might have had therein if he had sur-
vived his %vife-hut that, even if it did, the plaintifi', the wife,4 ~ vas as survivor legally entitlcd toi the policy and any claim
the .asignee could have wouid be m-rely equitable, and he could
on]y get relief on the termns of doing equity and allowing to, the1 .plaintif tO set oel the premniumrs paid by her for her husband,
for whieh she was also eqiiitably entitled to a lien on the poliev
Inoneys.

FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE-VALUABLE CONSIDERATIuN - ANTE-

CMENT DEBT-13 ELIZ. C. 5, s. 6-(l GEO. V. o. 24, ss, 1, 5,I ONT.).
In Glegg v. Beronley (1912) 3 K.B, 474, the point in contro-

versy was whether an aaaignment of a judgment debt in con-
sideration o? an antecedent debt owing to the assignee wvas void
undinr the Statute of Elizabeth. Thi, facts wvere as follows. Mrs.
Glegg wvas plaintiff in action against one Flay for filleged false re-
p resentation and she was also plaintiff in the present action
claiming 'damages for an ýalleged sland9r. On 'May 21,
1910, Mrs. Glegg being then indebted to her husband in af large suin of money, hy deed, reciting the indebtedness and his
requirement of security therefor, assigned to 'hit ail sums of
money whieh she might become entitled to by virtue o? any
verdict, compromise or agreement in the action of Gieyg v.
Bromley. On 6th June, 1910, the action of Glegg v. May, was
dismissed with couts taxed at £218. On 7th Jiuly, 1910, the
action of Glegg v. Bromley was tried and the plaintiff recovered
a verdict for £200. Mr. Ilay then obtained a ggrniehee order at-
taehing the donmages to satisfy deli* due to Iirin for costs. The
1111.band of Mrs. (Glpgg clainied theni under his assignnient and
the quiestion therefore was whether this assignnent was valid as
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