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for examination, and answcr ail questions as to faets within his
owni knowledge, etc., uniess he had soîne otiier vaiid objection.

In Lewis v. Penningtoti, supra. the solicitors claiiÎ priviiege

weeJoint defendants witli their client, a judgînient debtor wlio

hna,1 assigned to them ail his assets as; security for iidvanees

mradeo to themi. It was held they couild not elaim privilege as to

facts acquired by thein as suelh tranisfercesý,, thougli f ley mnight

have aequired them previously as soficitors. The eosts of the

motions to be in flhe cause. J. P>. M.ýacGreg-or, for tlhe plaintiff.
C. A. Nioss, for fthe defendant.

PYGDEN V. l>IODEX-KELIX, J.-Nov. 22.

Ihed o!f Land-AÂction to &ý t AIside-Ihiress and Undut. In-

/Iuen1cv -Wami of Partius-L fusýai of ('osts.1-Action by a

fither 80 years of age against bis dauglîter to have eancelled a

deedi of somie property miade by fIe plaintiff's wife one inonfli

before lier deabli, to the defendant, and for a deelaration that

lie iN flihene of ici lands, etc. The plaintiff alleged that the

properfy t hough stainiig ini his wifc's naine was really his, and

that the de(fondanit obtaincd fli c onveyance from lier moflier

blirougl duress, and undue influence. At flic close of flic

piaintiff'ase a miotion for nomîsuit was îiadc, bofli for waxît

of parti4s and on flic evidence. KFii,,Y, J., granted fthc non-

nui1t, but withiont costs, for' fli rcaýson that the evidence reveals

lad, of consideration on tlie part of the defendant towards lier

fathevr, and a harslincss of treýatraent wlîch is liard to under-

stand. E.ý J. Butler, for flic plaintiff. E. G. P>orter, K.C.,
for the defendant.

hUSNV. SMITH 's FALILs EI.nCTaîC POWER <JO.-Mý,ASTER IN
CnAmBERs- Nov. 22.

Pa(rtie8s-Tird Part y Nýotice M.otion to fSet Aeîde-Ec Parte

Ordl(r-LaPSe.q. of Tine-Timc for Servîce-E tension.] -Mvotion

by third party for an order settiig aside order giving leave f0

the defenidanits to serve third partyv notice. This action was be-
guni on lSth Jane, 1910. Statemient of dlaimu was delivcred on

6;th November, 1911, and statement of defence on 2lst Novcm-

ber, 1911. This dlelay is aecounted for by flic very serions con-

dition of the female plaintîff. On llth October, 1912, tlie usual

order mas made ex parte allowing the defendant eompany to issue


