
THE ONTJARIO WEEKLY NOTES.

MeNish v. Munro (1875), 25 U.C.C.P?. 290, and Hill1 v. Bros
bent (1898), 25 A.R. 159, shew that one0 parcel of land wUM not Po
under a conveyance of another by virtue of thegeneral words
the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act; and a fortiori it w
not pass under a will. An easerment, no0 doubt, will pa-ss: Phifli
v. Low, [1892]1i Ch'. 47.,

Order declaring accordingly; costs of ail parties tco be paid o
of the residue.

MIDI)LETrON, J., IN' CHAMBERS. 1-BUA 114, 19'

BUCHANAN v. BUCHANAN.

HUmband ami Wif e-A limon y-Action for-Claim fur Ciustody
Child-Wife and Child Living with Husbanýd while Acti
Pen4ing-Eamination of Hfusand-Discovery (½rifine4
Matters Relevant to Issuest obe Tried-Refusai to A1 ilou, Examin
t ion as to Matters Justifying Wife in Leavînq Husband.

An appeal by the plaintiff frein an order of the MaarLter:
Chambers disinissing the plaintiff's motion to compel the d
fendant to, attend for re-examination for discovery and to &fl8wi
certain questions which he refused to answer when exainied,

C. W. Plaxton, for the plaintiff~
J. Jenninga, for the defendant.

MIDltDLEToN, J., in a written judgment, said that the actic
wis for alimlony. The wife was, at the tirne the motion was mad,
living with her husband in his house, and was niiaitinied by hin
The daughter, a child of 12 or'13, was living with them,.

Th'le plaintiff and defendant did, not agree, but for over 2
year-, had Ilived together in greater or less dfiscord. The plainti
110w suied for aliniony, and set up many things, more or 1w-
serious, extending over many years. The defendant denied a
these, andi stated that lie hLad atways mnaÎntained lis wife, an
was in fact doing so niow; that, for the sake of the child, lie wo
ready and wvilling to do so; andi that, if what lie was doing wâ
not suffUcient, Il(e was willing to pay such suins as Vhe Court shoul
direct; and, if tIe plaintiff was not content Vo remain in. K~
house, lie was willing that sIc should live apart; and, iii tha
event, lie was ready to pay such ahimentary allowance as th
Coud- shouil determine, but would daim the custody of tIec hilè.

The. plaintiff, iii lier action, clainied the custody of the (1iIk'
and a declaration that she was the owner of tIe bouse.


