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o ht
deceivers .were financially worthless, The plaintiff soug
compensation out of the fund.

N. W. Rowell, K.C., and Casey Wood, for plaintiff.
R. C. Clute, K.C,, and McGregor Young, for defendant.

. ith-
Boyp, C.—1¢ Was argued that the cage was, in terms, wi
in the scope of the Act

» because plaintiff has been j‘deprévf;g
of her land by reason of Some one else being registere .
owner.” (Review of the provisions of the Act) . S
It cannot be said that plaintiff suffered wrongful _depff“ Lt
of the land when she made the transfer to Dakin, (;’"r the
was a real transaction, and the intention was to transfe

: id-
estate and property in the land, That, transaction }’Vag Yl(;on
able when plaintiff discovered the Imposition practise

her, but at the time of 1

de transferee bad intervened. Clark’s being registered ;:f
owner did not deprive plaintiff of the land ; it may thewfiler
vented her recovering the land ; she bad ceased to be o i
under the Act when her transfer was registered to Dak

1.
and the land wag transferred in due course to Clark. Unde
the Registry Act, R.

- O. ch. 136, the forged deed wanld
orm an incurahle defect, and the status of Clark as b(’;;
fide purchaser for value would nog avail him: Re Cooper,
20 Ch. D. 611,

. ‘ect
ut under the Lapg Titles Act this defec
would seem o be cured in the handg
value: Gibhg v. M

The plaintiff’s dealing
with the lanc

er
€ see. 124, 8h, made a transf
which wag 5 «J: iti

disposition” of the land that, if properly at-
tacked, would he declare

d fraudulent ang void. Her act was
a “disposition of the land, 5 voluntary thing, and it is not to
be called g “deprivation” of it. Attorney-General v. Metro-
politan R W, G, "9 Q. B. D. 461, ang Attorney-General v.
Sibthorpe, 3 H &

N. 453, referred o,
Action dismisgeq.

Costs of the defendant to bhe paid out
of the funq.
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