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FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE -
Continued,

farm was not conveyed to the son until
October 2, 1805, On September 24, and
on October 10, 1895, the defendant spoke
words alleged to be defamatory of the
plaintiff. Before the date of the convey-
ance the plaintiff warned the defendant of
her intention to bring an action against
him for slander. An action was brought
for the words spoken on both occasions,
and the plaintif obtained a verdict for
$123, which on motion for new trial was
reduced to $63, being the amount of
damages awarded by the verdict in re-
spect to the defamatory words uttered
on October 10. At the date of the con-
veyance the defendant was not in debt,
In a suit to set the conveyance aside as
fraudulent and void against the plaintiff
under the Statute 13 Eliz, ¢. 5. Held,
that the conveyance was not within the
Statute, GORMAN ¢, URQUHART. .. .42
3. —— Debtor and Creditor—Stat. 13
c. 5. A son living on a farm
owned by his mother, worth about $700,
and who had worked on it without
wages, and had contributed his earnings
from other work to the support of her-
self and family, refused to continue the
arrangement, A conveyance of the farm
was thereupon made to him for $500,
his contributions from his earnings being
placed at $300, and the balance being
paid by cash and a horse, At the time,
the mother was indebted to the plaintiff
in the sum of $131. Held, that the
conveyance was not fraudulent . under
Statute 13 Eliz, e. 5. Ssitn v,
Waicnr 8

4. — Debtor and (reditor—=Stat, 13
iz, e. S—Interim Injunction— Deposit

in Government vings Bank—Injune-
tion to Prevent Withdrawal at Instance
of Judgment Creditor,] A conveyance
by an insolvent debtor in good faith and
for valuable consideration, though made
with intent to defeat creditors to the
knowledge of the purchaser, is not void
under the Statute 13 Eliz., ¢, 5. An
interim injunction granted restraining
the transfer of land by the grantee in a
suit by a judgment creditor of the
grantor impeaching the conveyance as
fraudulent under the Statute 13 Eliz.,
e. 5. Wuite v, Hamm 575
~— Parties—Joinder of administrator.1
Nee ADMINISTRATOR,

FRAUDULENT INTENT—[Presump-
tion—Debtor and creditor—Pre-
ference — Confession of judg-
ment—Assignment of book debts
—Pressure — Collusion — Com-
mencement of suit—Act 58 Viet,,
e, 6 .o

See DERTOR AND CREDITOR

INDEX.

GIFT—Purchase by husband in name of
wife—Resulting trust 348
Nee Marriep WoOMAN, 2,

HUSBAND AND WIFE—Purchase by
husband of real estate in name of
wife — Repairs by husband to
wife's real estate — Purchase by
hushand of leasehold interests in
wife's real estate — Lien—Inten-
tion—Onus of proof—The Mar-
ried Women's Property Act, 58
Yict., c. 24.. . .

Ree MArrien WoMmAN, 2,

—— Suit relating to wife’s separate
estate—Joinder of husband as co-
plaintiff — Next friend — Suit in
wife's name — The Married
Women's Property Act, 58 Viet.,
e 24 i
Nee PArTIES, 2,

~==Tenoncy by the curtesy — Convey-
ance by wife without hushand's
concurrence RPN 11}
Kee MARrien WoMAN, 1

IMPRISONMENT.,
Nee ATTACHMENT.
Nee Coxtemer oF CoOURT.

INJUNCTION—Bill—Aflidavit,
Act 53 Viet., ¢, 4,

o1

Under
. 23, 24, a bill in an
injunction suit need not be sworn to
or supported by affidavit. It is only
where an injunction is sought before the
hearing that the bill must be supported
by affidavit. Trites v, HUMPHREYS. . .1

2, —— Contempt—RBreach — Motion to
Commit—Costs,] Where in a suit for a
declaration that the plaintiff and defend-
ant were partners, the defendant. in
breach of an interim injunction order,
collected debts due the alleged firm, but
which subsequently to the service of a
notice of motion for his commitment, he
paid to the receiver in the suit, he was
ordered to pay the costs of the motion.
Burpex v. Howarn (No. 2) 531

8. — Interlocutory  Injunction —
Cutting Timber—Title to Land in Dis-
pute—Possessory  Title—Action of Re-
plevin—V erdict—A ppeal — Reference to
Verdict on Motion to Dissolve Injunc-
tion,] A bill, upon which an ex parte
injunction was granted restraining de-
fendants from cutting timber, stated that
the land upon which it was cut had been
seized and possessed by plaintiff’s pre-
decessor in title, that he was the owner
of it in fee, and that defendants were
cutting timber upon the land wastefully,
and, without documentary title, were
pretending to have a title by possession.
On an application to dissolve the injunc-
tion, it appeared that the plaintiff had
not a documentary title, and that both
parties  claimed title by  possession.




