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In short i 2Ppears from the evidence hoth of .?mshorﬂ}’
Colwell, that Smith haq asked Colwell for securi {t v given
Y Was given, and that the Sec.ursufﬁcie
138 promised. Thig, T think, is the giv~
iti 1tute pressure indﬂclngc R. 885
ing of the Security : Molsons Banc v. Halter, 18 S. C.
Stephens v, McArthur, 19°8. €. R. 444,

: held
The resulg iy be that the claimant should gZaliZed
entitled to be Paid his deht first out of the moneys

1€YS Tre has
as been assigned to hln::" iﬁerest
4 $263.61, and he will be entitled to

§ costs here and below.
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The Primary creditor wij be entitled to }Jl}lsd%laim.
against the garnishees for thq surplus over Smith’s .

BRITTON, i coneur, treets
agree with my brOthgr ss’ rule
n thig conclusion gg t the application of the 60 day
. en of proof, 1o not
But, Conceding thjg point to the appellants, ]]:oe(lloW t0
agree in holding the learneq Judge in the Court q ample
ave heen Wrong in hjig findings of faet. He ha ce pi
ground for saying that he gig not believe the evlde,? ought
forward tq Support the Pressure, and hig judgmen

: ress
: expr
not to he reversed, becauge he has not said so in exp
terms, |

In my Opinion the appeallought to be dismissed.
Appeal alloywed wity costs,
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Melntyre v. Crossley, [1895] A. . 463, followed.

Motion by the defendantg to var
nent pronounceq on April 15th
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