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p1aintiff's father anîd his wife's father, by which it was mutuaily
agreed that they should pay the sums of Lioo and £200

respectively te the niaintiff, and that the plaintiff shouid have full
power to sue for same in any Court of Equity. On demurrer it
was heid that the action was flot maintainabie. Bout-ne v. Mamon,
i Ventr. ), was referred te, in which it was heid that the daughter
of a physician. might maintain assumpsit upon a piomise te ber
father te -ive her a sum of moency if he performed a certain cure.
Xightman, J., in referring te this case in giving judgment in
Twýved/e v. AUkipison, ;ays: There is ne modern case in which
the proposition haý been supperted. On the contrary it is now
estabiished that ne strange:r to, the consideration can take advan-
ta-e of the contract aithough niade for his benefit-" These %vords,
in the opinionJ of Robertson. j. (_V001 V. GilsonI, 21 O.R. 248 at p.
2,,2,') imply that whcre the part,. try-ing te enf -orce the contract is
flot a ;trangýer to the cenisideration that party cani enforce sucli a
contract.

In tilc caýse of Greo,,ry v. J/zm,3 Mernvale 582, one
Parker, who %vas in osse,;ion of a farin beloniglng- te the
defendant Wil'iamn-. was considerabvindby te WVillianms, w~ho
aise o%,ý-cd a large debt te one Gregory. P~arker, as WVilliams
kicw. wa.s under an apprch"nsion tiat Gregoryvouid arrest himn.
WVilliams, the landlord and P~arker the tenant, entered inte an
agreement iii writing te which Grgoy ic ci e'iitor was ncither a
party nor privx-, te the effect that if P>arker would miake ever to
\Villiarns ail bis property, and ,ive up possession of bis farrn, he
would pay the debt due te Gregory. Gregory wvas subscquentIv
informcd of this arrang-ement by' a letter from Xiiiiam's solicitor,
and he and Parker fiicd tic bill against Williams to enforce it.
Williams paid bis own claim, but the property hiaving been sold at
a loss, he had îiot suficient te pay Gregory as wi, but there was
sufficient te pav Grcgory's dlaim if Wiiliams had net paid bis own
first. The Master of the Relis however, heid himn lable. This
case sheuld be.carefuily considcred, because the facts as set eut in
the statement of the case arc flot ail supported by the picadings.
It is discussed and explaincd at length iii Re Emipress Enigineering
Com'panyv and Ilenderçon v. Kile>'.

Gandy v. Gandy, 30 Ch. 1). 57, wvas a case of a deed by which
a husband covenanted with the trustees inter alia te pa)' themi al
the expenses of the maintenance and education of the two


