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that the will had been duly executed, but it couhi not be fund
after the testator's death. The Courts of New Zealand hield that
the onus of rebutting the presumptin that the testator liad des-
troyed the will anirno revocandi %vas upon the plaintiff who souglit
to establishi the %vill, and that he had fatiled to discharge it. The
plaintiff appealcd, and contended that the %vill having beeni îroved
to have been duly executed, the onus is thc'i on those %v'ho aliege
it wvas destroyed animo revocandi to prove it. 'l'ie will %vas traced
to the testator's possession, but on his death the envelope in %vhich
it had been kept was found in a tin box, but the wvill had dis-
appeared. Evidence wvas givenl that a fewv days beforc his decath
the safe in which it was kept %v'as openied by an attendant. who
left the room, and wvho subsequently wvas suînmoned to shut it
again, and that at that tirne the testator was there and had a fire
in the rooin. l'le Judicial Cornrnittee (Lords Davey, Rýobc-rtson
and Lindley and Sir H. De Villiers and Sir F. North) %v'crc of the
opinioai that the judgment of the Court belowv %vas rièht and
di.missed the appeal.

PARTNERSHIR-DISSOLL'TION OP rim-AcilON 'GAINS-r 1,RNES-R' (1S
-(ONT. RULE 223).

Ai re Weinha;ný (1900) 2 Q.13. 698, aithoughi a banki. :y cas'e
is cine that deserves a brief notice, inasmuch as the Court of
Appeal (Lord Alverstone, M.R., and Rigby and Collins, L.JJ.)
incidentally afflrm the practice that under Rule 648a (Ont. Rule
222) a firm niay be sued i its firm name niotvithstanding it hiad
been dissolved prior to the commencemlenit of the action,

ORDER, ACTION ON -Rui.r 6o2 -(R.S.O. c. Sc, s. r)

In Fierber v. Tayjlor (1900) 2 Q.B. 719, the Court of A1>pcal
(Smith and Williams, L.JJ.) held that although under 1<u!c 602
(R.SO. c. 8o, s. Jo), which providès that an order nîay bc enlborccd
in the same way as a judgrnent, an action ks maintainable upon an
order of t-, Higli Court : sce G,2tfiey v. George, (1t886) i Q.B. 48
(nloted alite, Vol. 32, p. 106) ; Prh'ckett V. Eliglishi ami' Coloniïl
~Syndiéaté, (t899)2, Q.B. 428 (11oted ante, vol. 35, P. 683), Yet,il' the
absence of such a Rule or statutory provision in regard to orders
of the County Court, an action on a Counity Court order is îîot
maintainable, and it can only be enforced by application to the


