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372, an order was mnade which took for granted that;
ýr existed notwithstanding that leave was necessary.
ýotton v. Corby (1859), 5 U.C. L.J. Oe8 67; Quinlan v.
ýOO] A.C. 496; Nityamoni Dasi v. Madhu Sudan Sem
.R. 38 Ind. App. 74; Mohesh Chandra Dhal v. Satru-
d (1899), L.R. 26 Ind. App. 281.
!w of these decisions, which appeared Wo confict with
of the order o! RIDDELL, J., and as it was very deairable
iould be definitely decided in whîch Court the power
,esided alter leave Wo appeal granted in England, the
* should have leave to appeal on the one poinit raised.

I.ND, J., M~ CHAMBERS. JANuÂRY 4TII, 1917.

Ric HAYCOCK.

Ilpplicaii<m foýr Order to Conveij Land Free frome D)otoer
ife of Morteagor-Dower Act, R.S.O. 1914 ch. 70, secs.
,'), 17-Proof ihai Mort-gagor Ai-Nc 3 itjfor Ascr--
it of Value of Dower whecre WVife not Discv tilled.

n by W. A. Brown for an order under sec. 17 of the
et, R.S.O. 1914 ch. 70, authorising the applicanit W(
mortgage land in the village of Belmont free froni the

Blanche Haycock, wvife of Frederick Rayeoccck.
ýý 3lst December, 1912, the applicant conivyed the Iwand
c, who gave back a mortgage to secure, part of the

money. Haycock's wife had then been living apart
for about three yeais, and did not loin iii the rniortgage
r dower. On the 5th January, 1914, Haycock released
,of redemption in the land to the applicazit.
Lpplication was several times adjouxned, and fialy
)re SUTHERLAN~D, J., on the 2nid December, 1916, wheni
service upon the sister of Blanche H1aycock for lier
tted by an interini order) was made, aud it was alse
U H1aycock was alive in Auguat, 1916.

,for the. applicant.


