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be granted. Hie knew of no~ conflIcting decisions toudihing the
question which wolild arise uipon the proposed appeal,. and thiere
ws, in his belief, no good ground to doiibt thei eorreectnes: of the-
decision. The iquidalor's nýotion Ili Sheldenci's c»eShouldl be

wimse ,ith cost.s. J. W. Bain, K.C., for theliudt.
W. N. Tliley, K.C., for Tudhope. D. C. Ross, for shldenI'l.

N~AMITIi v. NASMrTu-LEwNOX,J-J E16

Hituband and Wlife--Landi Conveyed Io Wife-Coiolri&fùmos Io
Pvmchase-moneij Mode by Hutsband-Dedlaration (o'f fihtsxmd's
Righs-Half lnterest in Proper4y- -Wlife I>edured Truistee for, both
in Equtal Shares-Coîdý.]-ActIon hy a ir.an against his wviie for a
declaration of is righits in iýrespct of a certain houlse anld lot,
No. ;) Woodrow avenue, in the city of Toronto, th(, titie to whichi
stood i the namne of the defendant. The action was tried %vith-
out a jury nt a Toronto sittings. LENNO-X, J.. Ii a r1 t judg-.
ment, after stating the facts and r-eviewýýing the evidence, folind
the facts in dispute as to t'he intentions of th(, parties andJ their

resetv ontributions tQ the pucaepieof th(, bouse anci
lot, in favor of the plaintiff, aind die ttt jud(gmenýlt should

be ntreddelarngthat the plaintiff and defvnditnt vvre owniers
of the hous and lot in equsti >re, and that the dehnan ld
the Pa1'Qperty in trust for the plaintiff and hrefin equal shlarea
IL4 ten'ants in commnon. Thiere should be no vosts of a mo1(tiont
IImide to disiniss the action. Th Ie defendant should pay 1.11

p1vtf' osts of the, action, and these voats shouild lx, fixedt at
$200, uniless the dfnatShould prefer to pay the plaintitr's
taxed costs; Ini that evenit the plaintiff's vo'sts sbould 1w taxed
andi Pnid by the defendant. J. W. MFdefor th(, plaintiff.
T. N. Phelan, for dti eenat


