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aftr hr dathto ivie hd ~t~t amnghie six ohildren. Part
of the. résiduàry estaté omniaed- of an estat. pur autre. vîe in a.
eetthW, fund whicb produo ed £24,4'a year; and also two policles
for £,O00 and £750«on the. 111. of-4h. oeauî que vie. The.premium

que vie were unknown and it wua not certain whether he was
alive, ho hiavfngdleappemrd some years ago. The question was,
whether the. trustees could, in t -ý e ircumàtanoes, postpone
conversion of the estate pur autre vie, and the policies. The
present surrender value of the latter was £380, and to offer the
etate pur autre vie for sale in the absence of being able to prove
that the oestue que vie was alive, would, as the judge found, be
ruinous. Warrington, J., in these circuinstances, held that the
trustees were justified in postponing conversion, and that the
widow was entitied ta the full amount of the incarne frani the
estate pur autre vie, and that the life policies were reversionary
interests, which, when they fell in, would fanm capital, and that
the premiums for keeping theni alive must be paid out of capital.

BUILDING SCHNMe-RESTRICTIVE COVENANT-ALTuIATION 0F
CHARACTER 0F DISTRICr--BREACH 0F COVEN-ANT--INJUNC-
TION.

~Sobey v. Saingbury (1913) 2 Ch. 513, ws an action ta enforce
by injunetion, a restrictive covenant made by a purchaser of land
laid out s a building scheme. The deed wvas made ta a society
which purchased part of the land included in the scheme, and
contained a covenant by the grantees against the erection or
use of buildings on the estate other than s private dwellings,
prafessional prem5j.;,s, or lodging houses. This deed was made in
1888, and the vendor bound himself in li ke manner not to curect,
or suifer to be erected, buildings on the rest of the estate other
than of the character ahove-mentioned. Between 1888 and the
commencement of the action, beginning about 1890, there had
been an enormous increase of population, and a carresponding
change had taken place in the character of the road on which the
property in question fronted; and à hatel and many shaps had
been erected, and what had previou8ly been private houses had
been turned into shops, and the character of the neighbourhood
had been changed, and it had ceaseci ta be residential. The
defendant proposed to erect a shop on the propeÉty in question
and the plaintiff refused to consent ta hie doing so, except on the
terms of hie paying £100, which the defendant refused ta pay,
whereupon the plaitiif brougbt the present action ta restrain


