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lie ground that its execution on her behalf under thie power of
-nsy was fraudulent. See Oxford. v. Oxford and Danforth
ihts Limited, infra. The matter was still more out of the
iarv ini that an action for alîmony was then pending betwcen
wVife and huéband. Sec Oxford v. Oxford, supra.
Ehe evidence upon whîch this application was based was taken
:ng1and, by commission i the pending al'imony, action, and
.ed Vo prove that the wife had heen living apart from lier
)and i circumstances which disentitled her t0 alimony.
n thxe judgmrent in Oxford v. Oxford, supra, tlie learnul- Judge
fotind as a fact that the wife was guilty of adultery in England
inuary and May, 1918, and that se gave birth Vo a child of
ýh ber husband wasi fot flhe fatiier on the 13th February, 1919.
[ng the whole of the pcriod in question she was living spart
kber husband.
ror tbe purposes of this motion, the learned Judge took into
ideration the evidence in the alimony action and the judgmnit
ein, and lie 110w declared that, the applicanit'e wife wa-s, for
rlod of more than two years before the making of the applica-

living apart froîù Èer hueband in circumastanceb which
ititled ber Vo alimony, and that the applicant was, therefore,
ýIsl o sell or mortgaýge bis lands, and particularly fixe lands
tioued in the decd t? Danforth Hceigbts Limited, free from
ýr, and ordercd, that lier concurrence therein for the purpose
vTring ber dower be dispensed with.
.' objection that Oxford was no~t the owner did not corne
;mueh force from one who ini another actian was seeking to
ide tbe conveyance to, the company as fraudulsut.
,he power of the husband Vo make a good titis under sec. 14
Id noV be bampcred by Vechnical objections. The applicant
thsovuer at the timehle executed the deed. Th1econveyance
lis company was in fact a sale. The ownership- and saise
ght bim. suffiriently within the terme of Vhs section to justify
psking of the order. In view of the wording of sub-sec. 3,

gh b prudent for the applicant Vo execute a furthsr d.ed,
essed Vo be free from hie wife's dowver, by way of confirmatin
ie earlier one. Sub-scction 4 extends the operation of the
ç o tc, ase wliere a conveyance bas already been made by ths
,aud and part of thxe purcliase-money bas been retained by

:brhsras an indemnity against dower. Thait serves as a
c to Vhs intended ecope of the section. It i8 not ths mere
or mortgage that ie ths subject-matter of ths section, but

aeor mortgage "free frc>m dower'
le objections~ Vo the nxaking of tfie order are not valid, and

rdr houWc be muade s ahready stated.


