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[June 30.
MORRIS V. MARTIN.

"?edrissute-Mortoage of goods /0 secure
rtgdower-Payelent of neyim/O

Co t o abidce further order.

an iflterpleader issue in respect to goods
(whiliha

hPard been sold pending proceedingsl it

thattêî that they had been included in a

t 18i~ MOrtgage given to the defendant to the
nfor the purpose of securing her against

Or bemae costs, etc., that she might sustalll
Purt t to by reason of ber executing certain

rag-e5 for the pur pose of barririg her dower.

no e usband was stili living, so that it did
lu-P ear that she had yet sustained any such

good 'bt th inney, the proceeds of the

order must remain in Court to abide further

sa that the defendant would have the
ar esecurity that she liad by the mnortgage,

if she l o eoe nildt h
shoud io beoeettldt h

CredY I would be available to her husband's
,tor, thie owner of the goods mortgaged.
AO'gs., Q.C., for the defendant.

C. I. hI0h;zap contra.

PulC o urt.]
[June 30.

s'. WEILBAN KS vz. H EN RY.
<zlent Preference-Agreenient to stibÉlY

frmanufacture, t/zcgoods nianufiac-

-eVerthel/ss to remnain ProPerty of the
*tïer Of t/he iiaieriai-Dfeating antd de-

lilerCI .e issue.

liI w .'t-.aimant agreed with A., an insolvent,

the 1 'tîng, to furnish material to tbe latter for

fur thIraluacture of carniages froin turne to tinle,

Vide teriod of one vear ; it being also pro-

ai i tno property, titie, interest or owner-
tu) VSsai goods or merchandise should pass

stili In or belong to A., but that not*ith-
8 sacilIl any improvement, or work upon the

u thO Change of form, or addition thereto, or
%ht hro>the same and every part thereof,

if the )~ and remain the goods and property
1ePlaintiff

irito et iTaterial was supplied and manufactured
q«,arriages by A., wbich were seized by the

~.t enartt execution creditors of A., and the

àt h. nrt claimed the saine, more being owing

fotfr the material supplied than the value
ht gos seized.
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Hehi, reversing the decision of ARMOUR, C.

J., that the above agreement was flot one
which could be said necessarily to have effect
by defeating or delaying creditors, and in the
absence of fraud, the claimant was entitled to
succeed on this issue.

C.* H. 1fidd:ife/d for the claimiant (plaintiff).
Aicoryz for the defendants.

Practice.

Ct. of App.] [June 28.
MIARITIE BANK V. STEWART ET AL.

BaelkruPtcy and insolve;zcy- L.nRhsh B'ankriij6t
Ats, scope ol-'Canadian creditors 'Prozin,«
c/ai/n in Eng/anid-Saying actions iii On-
tarjo--Discretion-Duration o/stay.

The order of the Queen's Bench Divisional
Court, i, P. R., 262, affirming the order of ROSE,
J., ib. 86, staying proceedings, was affirmed on
appeal.

HAGARTY, C. J. O.,' and MACLENNAN, J.A.,
were of opinion that the order was properly
made.

BURTON and OSLER, JJ. A., were of opin-
ion that as an exercise of discietion it could not
be interfered with.

BURTON and MACLENNAN, JJ. A., were
also of the opinion that the order should be
varied by making the stay "until further order,"
instead of 'l for ever."

Robinson, Q.C., and Gormiuiiy, Q.C., for the
appellants.

McCatrthy, QC., and A. Ferguson, Q.C., for

the respondents.

Chy. Div'l. Ct.] [lune 30.

DOMINION BANK v. BELL.

-. a~aination-RixhI of 7vitnesses topjresence of

counse/-SAeciail circuinstalces.

In an action against the maker and indorser
of a promissory note, Judgment went bv default
against the indorser, but the maker appeared,.
and upon the consent of tbe plaintiffs oh-
tained an order under Rule 566, per the ex-
amnination, before a special examiner, of the in-

dorser and bis book.keeper before delivery of

defence, the object being to show that the in-


