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Mr. Bain, contra. In addition lo the cases mentioned
in the judgment, counsel referred to Jeffrei/a v. Jef-
frej/8 (a), Dillon v. Cappon (b), Moore v. Crofton (c),
Fletcher v. Fletcher (d), Pearson v. The Amicable As-
mrance Office (e), Towmendw, Taker (/), Skidmove v.
Bradford (g), Farrell v. Davenport {h), Childers v.
Fardlet/ (^), Re Bugh NeaVs Trusts (/), Hopkimon v.
Lusk (k) Wilson V. Wilson (I), Woollam v. Hearn (m),
JTer/- on Frauds, 348, Dart's Vendors, &c., vol. 2, p. 948.
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brother Proudfoot, in ^vhioh I concur. The facts of the
case present plainer grounds for relief than appear in
Surcome v. Pinniger (n) ; where relief was given to the
plaintiff. I think the decree should be aflg^-med with
costs.
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PHouDFOOT,V.C.-[After stating the facts as above set
torth

] The defendants rehear the cause, and on their , .
behalf It was argued :-lst. That the bond was voluntary,
and—2nd. If not, that the agreement was only to conveym fee tail male; and-3rdly. Leave is asked to file a
supplemental answer raising the questions argued.

It is true that the consideration in the bond is $300 •

and It does not appear that this was a sum agreed upon by
the parties as the solicitor says he fixed the sum himself.
But It IS clear that the true consideration may be shewn
notwithstanding the erroneous statement in the bond.
Mulholland v. Williamson (o), was a stronger case than
this, for there a deed for the expressed consideration of
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