
thii sual authorities on thiese motions, Stratford Gars Co
Gordon, 14 IP. R. 4071, aind Glass v. Grant,> 12 P. R. 480..

Now, I consider nmyself hound to exercise in'Y judgmn
in sucli a case as the present; and, deing se, 1 cannot see
way in vihicli the fact of the acquittai would constitute i
defence te the action., nor cýan I trutlifully say that ther,
either obseurity or difllculty on this point. If there vis
section of the. Criminal Code directly applicable, i l doý
fui whether it would not be ultra vires as an interfere
on the part of the Federal Parliament witli property j
civil rights. But that inay be lef t for consideration w]
any sueli Act lias been passed.

The motion will b. granted. Costs te plaintiffs in i
event. 4

C~ARTWRIGH{T, MýASTE-R. ARL21ST, 1ý1
CRAMBERs.

PIIEET v. MALANEY.
Plr~-Mutmegof hl mneApctw oItiout lrrei

it(iztter.

Motion by' plaintiff te strike eut the, 6th and ail f ollow
paragraphe of the stateinent cf defence cf defendant An
Malaney.

F. A. Anglin, K.C., for plaintiff.
W. J. Clark, for defendant Annie, M1alanePy.

THE- MASTER.-J have carefully' porused.( tht' plieadii
ad1 tani of opinion that the. motion must bc granted. '

plaiutiff's elaim k te have a contract cancelled on the groi
of mirepresentation and iindue influence. This ie den
in the filxpt paragrapli cf the statemleut of defence, by
defendant, wlio gives her account of the mnatter in the n
four paragraphs, which are not objected te. Those vii
follow are clearly irrele vaut and embarrassiug. Tliey c
sist ef allegations ef the attenipt8 muade since the conuaer
mnent ofthe act ion by'defepndants' solicitors te reach s(
settienient. For this atteinpt they are mnucl te be c(
mnd~ed, ,buit I fail te see how it eau f ori anv Lyround


