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judgment appeaed from, is a clear authority on that 1862point; and It .indeed admitted in this case that the-Wconveyance by i^onne^ to the defendants ^vas in fact tt?m de,n good faith, and was not collusive, but really ^
intended for the benefit of creditors

; while theobjection which I am now considering is f^unde upo„th assumption of the deed being purely voluntary, a'nSwithout any other consideration than that which thedeed of the 4th of January expresses.

This admission would of itself take this case out of the
statute which says not a word of voluntary conveyancesand still less provides that deeds appearing on the fTc;of them to be voluntary shall withoit heaTin^ ev Ion eupon the truth of the case be treated as void, ho ev
hc,nestly intended, and though not made todefkt rdi-

Then if evidence could be properly received, as Ihave no doubt it could, to shew that ^le nominal con-sideration of five shillings expressed in the deed ws not
""""•

the only consideration upon which it was made, we mube at liberty to receive evidence of what the ea p,poses and objects of the deed were ; and when this pointla settled it cannot be seriously contended that the c

"

can be at all affected by the circumstance that Rannelseems to have changed his mind in respect to some"^the arrangements which he had in view between theexecution of the deed of the 4th of January, and of
declaration of trust made on the following day

^

The execution of the first deed, while we are consider-ing the question of fraud or no fraud, must be lookedupon as the mere inception of the arrangement-a pre-paration for securing the general body of his creditors,by creating the trust which he had then in his mindand wbch he perfected the next day. It should be aliregarded as one transaedon, (a) and it can be no obiec

'^^i^^^^^iii^!!!!!^!^^^ executedtf:
(a) 11 L. J. N. S. Chancerj, 106.
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