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endable her husband ta raise mone i to pay his debts, issigned to

J ~hlm a leasehold house, by an assýgnrnent absainte in form, and
Spui-porting tu, be nuade ini consideration of natural love and affeé..

2 ton.There was no writing evidencing the ternis on which the
prope rty wvas conveyed, but it was proved by paroi that the
uiid.erstanding between the Duke and Duchess was that the
hanse was lent ta the Duke merely to enable hinm ta raise nionev

-bv iinottgagiri- it, a'nd that it wvas stili ta bc the Duchess' pro-
ertv. The tnortgage was effected by the l uke, the Duches!ý being
a partv thereto and joining in the covenant for the repaynient of'
th', lan, but the equity f, redemption was reserved ta the Duke
alne The Duke having died without having reassigned the
hoiise ta the Duchess, the creditors of the Duke claimed that
the equity of redemptian lu the house formied part of the Duke's
estate, and set up the Statuite of Frauds against the dlaim of
ilhe Duichess thiereto. Stirling, J., held that the paroi cvidencu
xvas admissible, and that the case camne within thzat class of cases
in which it has been held that the Statute of Frauds cannat be set
til to perpetrâite a fraud, and that, as the Duke coulci flot have
'ti u as an answer tu an action by the Duchess to comipel a
rcassignrnent of the bouse by him, so neither coulci his creditors
do su in answer to lier claim.
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* 'lIE.R AFTER NOTR ICK'RINIU" E'NVAI!OI ANDf 'S\ANT-WAI VE.1

OF NOTICE,

Keith v. National Teleplione Co, (1894) 2 Ch. 147, was a nia-
* tion ta continue an interirn injunction until tHe trial of the action.

restrain ing the defendants froni discatnntcting the \i\es and
re!noving the telephone instruments, the use of which the plain-
tiffs had hired frani the defendants for three years at a rent paN -

* able quarterly, After the terni had cxpired the parties centinued
the agreement by mutîtal consent. The grounid upon wvEich the
motion was based xvas that the defendants had giveni a notice
determiing the tenancy at the expiration of a quarter Nwhich
expired on the 3oth December, but it was proveu that thev had
also demanded, and accepted payrnent of rent up ta and including
the 3ist Deceniber, being one day beyond the quarter, and it
was claitned that this acceptance of rent for the day beyond the
quarter operated ini law as a waiver of tlue notice dctermîning the
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