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tZOTES 0F CANADIAN CASES. [Q.B. Div.

th he Wthout the papers, and intimates Full Court.] [March 13.

14 th l if be had the papers.* SLATER V. OLIVER.

1S actin» the plaintiffs sued the defend-

thet lon abond given by the latter to guarantee Frauduletit Prcferetice-Pressure.

8 ah. S8tY Of one M. in discharging bis duties R. S. O. C. II8, S. 2.

M. hd. Of the plaintiff's bank, charging that Appeal from the judgment Of PROUDFOOT,J,

to the b aPPropriated large sums belonging of Decemnber 14th, 1882.

Ce a.nk. The defence set up that, owing to Thswsaceto'atinostaida

tho h conuct and thegplignce o:bnkh certain bill of sale of personal property as

d ite din ircors nof teoe plainst bahe fraudulent and void, as against the creditors

deteidsas coulde nth e over Thiist of the grantee.

alleged uct a d u etige nc th bon d Ti The evidence shewed that the bill of sale

leaî Coduc andnegigece hd rgar to was reluctantly given by the debtor, and that
0"1g8 by the plaintiffs in stocks and neglect eolyiddafrsm eaant ac-

wtofdiligence of hee onlycr iiene afenoe eaad oacn
erni~ dirctor nottinuo us ;nsistenc e on the part of bis creditors,

trot rI the books and knowing from time and that the demanid of the creditor was made

ade and at aIl times how they were kept, in good faith, with no iutent but to obtain

all Preciseîy what entries welre being made, the security, which she was advised she ought

aWh, b usiness done, so, that they would to have ; and though the effect of it undoubt-

dt enable to, detect, and would have el a odpietedbo ftemaso

sietd anY errors of M., and notifled tbe dywstdervthdbo fteman0

",relis h paying his other creditors ; bis intent in giving

les, of o, as it was, said they did not it was to escape bis creditor's importunity;
11qc abth alleged defalcations of M. until lie and, but for the latter's unequivocal and

lïelde oth ntd tts pressing demand, it would not have been given

r1r ,that to Sustaiin this defence the sureties HeUd, afflrming PROUDFOOT, J., the bill o0

Show t COnnivance between the plaintiffs sqle was not void under R. S. O. c. 118, s. 2.

here ri mncipal. oiis soigt This section requires us to look at tbe intent

Il~g.e re any uthrites, howng hatwitb which the conveyance, or gift in question

b8 e no fraud In t saewa it may b was made, and if there be honest pressure on

be a ru.I h sm a tra the part of the creditor, that rebuts the pre.

b St' that negligence is not connivance, smtion of an intent on the debtor's part tc

th 111 be evidence of connivance, though sm
eegree of nelgneta ol e act in fraud of tbe law.

ptrootf fadornience tha ol be fi c H. Macdonald, for thd plaintiff.

iB 0 tatad The conivrlance of bhe diffi- c. Moss, Q.C., for the defendant.

rla r Ought to be, in the honesty of the

Moth8 hose honesty he bas guaranteed to QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION.

la afR' aud, unless an act of connivance

Ilg1 jg.aively proved, a very strong case of

l1 ici uece rnust be made out. The surety i RE HERRING v. NAPANHE, ETC., Rv. Co.

8h "' a Position to say to the employer: You RailwaY-COmPUlSOrY Powers-Arbitratiofl.

avt%1we iliety Iwated t cout A notice of appointment of arbitrator and o~

pls i Whouse hron est Io garaneed tcom-i that of tird arbitrator, in conformity with 4ý

serîou wron colhhvibemac Vict. c. 9, D. may be made a rule of Court unde

byhi. sec. 201, C. L. P. A.
tiflf "'hUne, Q.C., and Patterson, for the plain. A letter was addressed by the constructiol

eoe BLke .C. n atn . o h commiittee on the closing of the evidence t
4 ~~~ci'Q.C, ad Mrti, QC.,forthe the owner of the land proposed to, be taken

consenting to what would diminish the injurj

to his property, and was delivered to the rail

way company's arbitrator before the awarî
was made, and given by him, to the umpirE
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