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Longley, J.1 WALLACE v. DAvis. [Dec. 24,.1907.

Practic.e-Order-Power of ameiidment.

*Wheiî an order is inadvertently drawn iii sueh a way as not
ta carry outc the judgrnE:nt of! the Court, the Court has power to
amend if so as to make it conform. to the terras of the.
judginen t.

The solicitor whose want of! care has mnade the applicati,)n
for aniendriient necessary will' not be allowed coets of the appli-
cation.

O'llearn, for plainitiff. Kenny, for defendant.

Latirence, J.] IIrFýY V. HUBLEY. [Jan. 7.

Dcci-Deiiver-y-P.egimption.

l)efendant engaged a Crown land surveyar, who wag aiso
a jlistice of the peaee. to prepaî'e ýa plan anid description of! a
lot of land owned b)y defendant and ta draw a deed af the saine
ta his soli. Th(, deed wasi written and executed by defendant
BInd hii wifo il, the i1resieîîe of the justice who took the wife's

&wknwledmentof dower andi the attestation of the witness and
retiirned the deed to tiefendanittt. Defcndaint's son marrîed plain-
titr Mînd eeted la oe on the lot of land and occupied it with
iliiitf mntil shL rlY Iefore his death. There wvas evidence to

%t I:It th' (100( M-8.4 reind ox'er hv the mon and his ivife in de-
fPînItý prexen'we and thwýt defendaxnit agreed ta record it, but
did ?lot (Io so and rctained poss4eqqion of tile deed until after
his so ' eath' when) IR' desqtro0Ycd if, In an action by plaintiff
on0 ehl of heefant iher infant ehild, clainiing a declara-
Hiol Ihat flic Jands deserilied in the devd were conveyed by de-
fe'ndanlt to hiN son and wvere flhe property of the son at the tiune
of lîui deatx,

ficdd, that the re i+ion of the (je .1 by defenld.ant ulnder the
cirunstacs ren v,.dwas not Nufficient ta rebut the pre-

sliirptioui of delivery.
MdUih, KC.,and Kriiiy, for plaintifs. Alackayj, K.&J., for

defendant.


