
ANDERSON v. CLARKSO.

The appeal sbould be allowed withi costa, and judgment shouldj
ýe entered in favour of the plaintiff for S75 dlainages, wvith costs
is provided for by the Rules.

Appeal n1lowred.
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BUR v. CLARKSON.

ippe*I-Ui.we to Appeal from Orders of Judye in Chamber-
Rule 507--Orders Strikinç ouW Paragraphs of Reply-Ur'neces-
8ary Pleadinq-Un important Quetotum

Motion in each action by the plaintif! for leave to appes.1 f rom
trderS Of SUTHERLAND, J., iu Cham~bers, affirming orders of the
V[aster in Chanbers strildng out paragraphis of the rely iii ewch
Letlon.

T. R. Ferguson, for the plaintiff.
Hamilton Cassels, K.C., for the defendauts.

~LENOX, J., in a written judgment, said that the plaintif! in
ooh actions 'was the same person, " Evangeline M-edora Anderson"

T "EvagelneMedora Burk. In the first action she asked Wo
ave it de crd that. she was entitled to one hait of the real and

eal estate of Daniel Francis Burk, deceased, under a writing
@et out iu the statement of dlaim) àlleged to be under the hand
ad sa of the deceased. In the second action she asked, as
xesutrix of the last will of the deceased, Wo have the will estab-
insd and letters probate thereof granted. The defendants

e1vrdstatements of defence in. the two actions. The plaintif!
Me, joining issue, and (in the first action) adding this para-

rapk "The plaintif! will object at the trial that no evidence is
disel>e Wo support the allegations contained in the latter part
f praWaph 3 of the defence . . . in that no tacts are

eae.to support the conclusions of law therein alleged.» In
he gew4 action the plaintif! also joined issue and added: "(2)

le lantffdoes not, by her claimn herein àllege that she is the
idwof the ssid Daniel Fraucis Burk, deceased. (3) The
lanifwill object that no evidence is admissible Wo support the


