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righlt. to bis sister, the defendant Anderson. for the alleged
conidratonof $,ROO. The action went down i to trial, anid

on 4tIi Otober re.sulted in a judgrnent by con)sent for plain-
tif fo $1dar age lad cos-ts. rillie ëost, wcere taxed at

$26829.On ~thDecinler,190, this action was bronglit
agai~t Jaac nti liza 1th iaijton anti Marv Anderson

te se ai1111.cnvyae a f raud upon the plaintiff.
* .brtherMab.e st aidethe conveyance as fraudu-

lerut, ami derdf dfna tot pay the costs,. Mary

''wia li ig li s foun as follows: 'I have no hesi-
tio wlo vt~ iii arrîving at the conclusion that this waq
a -,hîî iviu lpon thie part of the defentiant lsaac Ilamiltoti
t, getihii- s and lot ini sueli a position, along with this
oilher property, that this plaintiff wotild net be able to reacli
it in tlie event of lier getting an exeeution; that bis sister
Mari Anderson knew of? his desire to get his prtsperty olit
of liîs bauds; antifliat siw, as bis sister, desiring to assiat
hirn, lent herself te him as a ineans of ridding himself of
this property iii order that the plaintiff miglit not; be able
to reach it if she got an exeeution against him."l

If this conelusion be supportcdl by the evidence, it is
clear that the judgment inîst stand-tht itiatter is eoncluded
by the judgnîment of the Court of Appeal in Camneron v.
Cusack, 17 A. R. 489. 1 adopt the language tof Osier, J.A.,
at p. 493: "JI take the law to he that if the purehaser knows
that the intent of the granter is to defraud his creditors,
the fact that he lias paid a valuable consideration, and that
the property was intended to pass to bim, wîll not avail him.
There mnust be bons fides on lis part, that is to say, ignor-
ance of the fraudulent intent on the part of the vendor.

.... The plaintiff . wus not a ereditor ., , was,
however, a person within the protection (the word ils wrongly
printed " prohibition ") of the statute of Elizabeth, and en-
titled, in recovering judgment, to attack any transaction de-
vised and contrived to hinder, delay, or defraud " lier.

The sole question ils whether the llndings of the trial
Judge are riglit. As to the defendant Isaac iHamilton there
eau bie no question: he candidly adnuits that one o>f his
objects ini selling was to proteet hiniseif f rom the plaintiff.
As to the defendant Anderson, while she knew of the litiga-
tien pending, and that this ' lawing"I was making ber
brother's residence in Courtriglit uncomiortable, I arn un-
able, after reading the evidence more than once, to find that


