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aet upon this question in eonformity to statues 01 limlitation,
thereQ is noue that would preclude the plaintiff.

Referencc to Alicard'v. Skinner (1887>, 36 Ch. D. 145;
Turner v. Collins, supra.

If there werc actual fraud, as might wcIl be found, the lapse
of timie would be no hindrance to the plaintiff: see Ilateh v.
ilateh (1804), 9 Ves. 292; MeDonald v. McDonald (1892), 21
S.C.R. 201.

The appeal should be allowed with costs, and there should be
judgmient fùr the plaintiff setting aside the deed in question with
coets.

RIDDELL, J., agrced 11n the resui, for reasons stated in writing.

LgyNNOx J., also agreed in the resuit.

MASTE-N, J., agreed in the resuit, for the reasons stated by
the Chief Justice.

Appeal ollow7ed.
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Solicitor-Lien for Costs-Fund Riecovered by Atiachment ini
Garnis hee Proceedings-<Jredit ors Rclicf Act, scecs. i5)(I>,
6(2)»-Priority of Claim for (Josts of Gariîilsltec Proc(eedings
-Lien for Costs of Acion in whick Judymeni(,ýt evrd
bt, AtÉtaching Creditor, Denied-Ride 689.

Appeal by the plaintiff's solicitor from a n order inade by
mie of the Judges of the County Court of flhe Counity of York,
upon an application by the appellants for payrnint out, of Court
to themn of the ainount of their costs of attach1inentprcdng
and of this action; the appellants claimiing a lien upon the fiind
in Court, upon the ground that it wais created or preiçcrved by
their exrin.The order mnade ilpoil the applicatio)n, and
now the subhject of appeal, while it allowed the appellanis thucir
coatq of 'the attacliment procedings out of the funid, iee
that the balance should be paid( to the sherit for distribtiion
amnong creditors, under the Creditors Relief AdM, IZR'..1914
eh. 8 1.


