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MCLEAN v.and
1 having allowed the interest to run in arrear

M EA V.PINKERPTON. 
oneto$0,executed a chattel mort-

Chale, ortgge Regsirlion- R S. gage in fa rof his vendors, including grain and

119, sec.-Sunday lasi offive daes. haas alSO ail the crops and hay sown or to be

A chattel mortgage was duly executed on the SOWn during that year, and subSeclUeft a rei-

I2th Of JUly, deposited in the post office on the tor Of M. obtained an execution agailtim

16th', and received by the clerk of the Couflty whereupon the sheriff obtained an order of in-

Court on the 18th, the 17 th having been a terpleader. On the trial before the Judge of the

SJied affrigth fte ort CountY Court (Northumberland and Durharnf) a

T ed afi m n h judgmeft o th uny verdict was entered for the plaintiffs subject to

Judge, (Victoria)], that such registrationi was tOO the opinion of the Judge on the whole case, who

late, the Act (R. S.O0. ch. 1 î9), requiring the sanie subsequently sustained such verdict. On appeal

to be effected within five days froin the execU- this decision was affirmed, but as there were

tion of the instrument, and, therefore, that Sun- some articles in the possession of the debtor flot

day counted as one of such five days, so that the covered by the chattel rnortgage the Court refus-

registration1 should have been effected on the edt lo h epnetmore than haîf the

Rose .cadFHdp~ foapel costs of such appeal.

Gibos ,conra Hdgnfo el.BRe/hune, Q.C., for the appellant.

Gibbons contra K. Kei r, Q. C., and Skinnfer. for respondents.

R w1JCF DIVISION.ue5
STOESER V. -r

Replevn-Frauduient purClhase-DsaffirMtng
sale.

T. sold a horse, buggy and harness to M.,

Who paici for tbemn by two promissory notes, one

his owfl, andi having been infornieci that M. was

Worthless, he went andi demanded back bis

goocis, at the samie time throwing the notes on

the table. on the assurance of M., however,

tbat ai would be right, T. again took up the

notes and went away. Subsequentîy the plain-

tif,) without any knowledge of how M. had ob-

tained the goods, tradeci for themn, giving M. $50

cash, in addition to bis own horse andi buggy.

T. afterwards, on* ascertainiflg that he haci been

deceived, sued,out a writ of replevin and retook

the goods.

Held, [affirrming the judgxTlent of the CourltY

Court, Waterloo], that the plaintiff, being a bona

/ide purchaser before any actual disaffirmaIlce of

the sale by T., wvas entitleci to retain possession

thereof.
McCarthy, Q.C., for the appeal.

Y.K. Kerr, Q.C., contra.

GRASS v. AUSTIN.

Fraudulent Preference-Mortgagor and

Mfortgagee.

M., the purchaser of land, executed a mortgage

thereon for about $2,500 Of tbe purchase money,

Osler, J.] 
[J

MILLAR V. HAMIELIN AND WIFE.

staute ofLiyijaiEs/45d. a7ýin

H-amelini, being seised of land subject -to a

mortgage toý L. dated 14th October, 1863, and

to one to M. dated î2tb January, 1864, made an

assigniTient to W. on 22nd Novemlber, 1866,

under the Insolvent Act of 1864. On 28th Jan-

uary, 1 868, Hamelini obtained bis di!5charge ; on

27th January, 1869, he obtained f rom M. an

assignmnent of M.3s mortgage*; andi on 3rd May,

1869, he made a conveyaflce under the power of

sale in the mortgage to F. H. to the use of bis

wife, bis co-defendant. On i2tb April, 1869, L.

assigneci bis mortgage to MulhollaIld, who, on

28tb Marcb, 1873, assigneci it to W. In 1879

H-amlelin, having procùred assignmnfts to bim-

self of a number of the dlaims against bis insol-

vent estate, presented a petition signeci by

bimself to compel W. to wind it up. H-e allegeci

that MulhollaIld helci the L. mortgage in trus

for the estate, and asked to have the estate

realizeci and distributed amnong the creditors. A

sale was accordingly had on 2oth April, i 88o, of

ail the right title andi interest of the insolvent in

the landi, and the advertisemTent further stated

that the purchaser would acquire only such title

une 5.


