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JENNER V. BERE-FLCONBRIDGE, C.J.K.B.-FEB. 9.
Deed s-A tion to Sel a8ùde-greemen--Qui..ckim Deed-Conveyance of Land-Evdence - or,oboratïonLutt-Lu»iac

Act, R.S.O. 1914 ch. 68, sec. 37.1-An action to set aside an agree-meut, a quit-claima deed, and a conveyance of land tothe defendaut. The açtion was tried without a jury at London.FALCONBRIDGE, C.J.K. ., iu a written judgment, said (1) thatthe attack on the agreement of the l7th May, 1910 (exhibit1), failed in every respect. If the plaintiff had any real ground forher attack, it could flot have been sustained without the otherParties beingz before the Court. No case was made out for auamendiAent.-(2> The attack on the quit-dlaim deed of the 2udMay, 1916, was equally ineffectual. The transaction was per-fectly explained by the defeudant, who stood to gain n'othiugby it.-(3) As to, the lands purchased from Sifton, the defendaut'sstatement should be aôcepted as beiug absoluteiy'true. If, underail the circumstances, corroboration was required, it was suppliedby the fact of the father's consenting to the deed being taken inthe defeudaut's name and by the recital in exhibit 1 that the farmnstock of the value of 81,500 was the only property, real or persoual,left by William Bere, deoeased.-ff) The condition of Mary Berewas said to have improved. The family said, that they wouldtake care of lier among themselves, and there was no0 objeot in~Pronouuding a declaration of iunacy or making any order undersec. 37 of the Lunacy Act, R.S.O. 1914 ch. 68.-Action dismnissedwith- costs. W. R. Meredith, for the plaintiff. P. H. Bartlett,for the defendant.

LiNK v.. THompsoN-BmTriioN, J.-FEB. 9.
JJiscovery-Examinalion of Defendant-Refusal to AnswerQue8tiorss-Or.der Strilcing out Defence.I-Motion by the plaintiffto strike out the defeuce because of the refusai of the defeudant,upon re-exazninati<»n for discovery, pursuant to an order made bySUTHERILAN~D, J., on the 2ud January, 1917 (ante 282), to auswerquestions which she was by the order directed to answer. Themotion was heard in the Weekly Court at London. The learuedJudge, after expIaining the facts in a written judgmeut, madean order striking out the defeuce, without prejudice to any appli-cation that miglit be mnade to the trial Judge to have the plain-


