
decevers -were financiaiy worth1eBs. The plantf sougltcompensation out of the fund.
N. W. Rowell, K.C., and Casey Wood, for plaintif.
R. C, Ointe, K.C., and McGregor Young, for defndant.
BOYD) C-It was argued that the case was, in terms, with-iii the scope of the Act, because plaintif lias been "dtprivedof lier land by reason of some one eise being registered asowner." (Review of the provisions of the Act)It cannot be said that plaintiff suffered wrongful, deprivatioflof the land when she made the transfer to Dakin, for thatwas a real transaction, and the intention was* to transfer theestate and property in the land. That transaction was Void-able when plaintiff discovered the imposition practised UPOfllier, but at the timae Of that discovery the rights of the bonafide traneferee liad intervened. Clark's being registered asOwner did not deprive plaintff of the land;- it May have pre-venited lier recovering the land; she bad ews.ed to be owfleruander the Act when lier transfer was registered to Dakinl,and the land was transferred in due course to Clark. Underthe Registry Act, R . S. O. Ch.- 1,36, tlie forged deed wouldforix au incurable defect, and the atatus of Clark as bout'fidle purehaser for value would not avait him': IRe Cooper,20 Ch. D. 611. 'But under the Land Titles Act this det'ectwould seemn to bc cured in thehands of an honest ho]der forvallie: Gibbs v. Marner, [1891] A, C. 249. The plaintiffno " Clam on the ground of the land being brought underthe Act, for these words refer to the initial proceeding bywhicli the Particular landi is brouglit under the provisions ir

the Act. Neither îs their any claurn under the provisions 11
to error Îli the certificate or entry on the record. Thora re-
mains but the adair that She bas been wrongfully (teprivedbye reao n ofs onotli e 11s being regîstered as owner.T he W rd d priv tion ~ is n 11 i C o n trad istin c ion to an o th er
ýword u4ed in" the &et-itdisPosÎtÎon." 

The plaintîfl's dealingwith thet land f'at under sec. 124. She made a transferwic h ae a "isrito,~o the land that, f properly at-tkdwouîdl be dediared fraudulut and void. lier act wasb ale adieposiat0 1 l of the anavlutary thinDg, and it is not tobe cta. n e W. Co~~ ofit Attorney-General v. Metro-polita- R. W. C 21 Q. B. D . 461, and A ttorney..Qeneral v.
Sibthlorpe, 3j IL &' N. 453, referredl to.Action di8r1iseed. Costs of die defencdant to be paid outOf the fund.


