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TAYLOR v. YEANDLE. ;
Pare”t @d Child—Deed from Mother to Daughter—Action to
Sey Aside— A psence of Secrecy—Absence of Undue Influ-
MCe—Burden of Proof on Recipient—Necessity of Separ-
Ule anq Independent Evidence—Difference in Case Where
¢ed Attockeq after Death of Donor.
0 Appea) by plaintift from the Judgment of Bovp, C., of
act' 15, 1912, in an action by an administratrix, to set aside
freoﬂveyanee as invalid and as having been obtained by the
ac:? d an Undue influence of defendant, etec. At the trial the
o dismissed with costs,
Su The appeal wag heard by Murock, C.J.Ex.D., CLute and
HERLAND, 5.

1(; S \RObertSOH, for the plaintiff.
+ 6. Mep erson, K.C., for the defendant.

vO :
datedngfil J.:—The action was brought to set aside a deed
b

Wh ebruary, 1907, made by the late Eleanor Doherty,
ant leg Og the 7ty Mareh, 1911, to her daughter, the defend-
3 eed

\ Vag g oo Was attacked chiefly upon the ground that it
Wag nog1 t frf’m the mother to the daugh.ter, and t}'lat there
that of ts Ufficien evidence to support it without relying upon

Purpog, ; daughter, which could not be looked at for that

}lpoil,l f:fVm k- I{aViH, 27 Gr. 567, which was strongly re}ied‘

In Wy, erenége IS made to- the Judgment of Lord Romilly,

ing. “Ier Y mith_, 29 Beay. 396, where he is reported as say-
take intoam °f opinion that in all these cases you must mot
gift Myt 3}0)0011111: the evidence of the recipient himself. The
deng,q ang <, eStablisheq by separate and independent evi-
here i con (} if ere wag Separate and independent evidence
he-f()llowu 4 Upholq the gift.”’ Spragge, C., further says that
90, Wed thig ecision in Delong v. Mumford, 25 Gr. at p.

On .
Wag 5 eg:fermng to Walker v. Sm
11}& e e between solici

e solicit
€ residue to 1




