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tachment of the dividends whieh may be-
come payable to Alexander Molson in respect
of the 148 shares in question. The sole ground
upon which these dividends are said to be
placed beyond the diligence of his creditors
is, that the 148 shares either are, or represent,
part of 640 shares of the stock of Molson’s
Bank which were transferred to Alexander
Molson, as an integral portion of the fifth
share of residue, settled upon him and his
wife and family by his father’s will. Their
Lordships see no reason to differ from the law
laid down by C. J. Dorion, to the effect that
these dividends would be protected from ar-
restment by the 18th article of John Molson’s
will, if it were proved to be the fact that the 148
Shares form part of the 640 originally trans-
ferred to Alexander Molson by the executors
of the will, or were purchased with the pro-
ceeds of these original shares. Accordingly
the only question requiring to be decided, in
this appeal, is one of fact. Their Lordships
are willing to assume (although it is unneces-
Sary to decide) that the onus of proving that
these 148 shares neither are nor represent any
Part of the residue of John Molson s estate lies
Upon the arresting creditor. He has proved,
by clear and satisfactory evidence,that, at and
Prior to the 12th May, 1873, Alexander Mol
8on had divested himself of the whole of the
?40 shares which had been transferred to him,
In 1871, by his father's execntors; and that
15 of the 148 shares in question never belong-
?d to his father’s estate, having been vested
n Alexander Molson before the residue was
divided. That evidence, in the opinion of their
rdships, not only establishes the right of
; Mr. Carter to attach the dividends arising
pon these 115 shares, but throws upon the
8ppellant, Alexander Molson, the onus of
S8howing that the remaining 33 shares were
| ®ither part of or purchased with the proceeds
: of the 640 shares, neither of which facts has
’ he mage any attempt to prove.
: Then as to the appeals presented by the in-
%1 ening petitioness. Both of these depend
Upon precisely the same considerations, and
May be disposed of as if they were one appeal.
® petitioners have not, and do not assert
18t they have any direct or legal interest,
®lther in the rents of the St. James Street
Poperty, or in thedividends on the 148 bank

shares, which accrue and become payable to
Alexander Molson during his lifetime. On the
other hand, it is not disputed that they have
material interests, entitling them to resist any
attachment of the corpus of the property or of
the shares, at the instance of a creditor of
Alexander Molson, which might have the
effect of defeating their right as substitutes,
in the event of Alexander Molson’s death.
They do not, however, allege that the writ of
saisie-arrét will attach either the corpus of the
148 bank shares, or the dividends accruing
upon them, after the death of Alexander
Molson. All that they do allege is, thgt these
shares, as part of the residue of his estate, are
subject to the substitution in their favour con-
tained in John Molson’s will, and that the
dividends payable to the institute are, in
terms of that will, not arrestable. The only
interest in respect of which their right to
intervene in the present litigation is main-
tained, is the apprehension that some points
may be incidentally decided, between the
arresting creditor and Alexander Molson,
which may prejudice their rights at some
future time. Itis notsaid thatany judgment
in this suit can possibly enable the creditor to
attach the estates which they may eventually
take, assuming the substitutions in their
favour to be valid ; nor is it suggested that
anything decided in this suit between the
judgment debtor and creditor, with regard to
the validity of these substitutions would be
binding upon them as res judicata. What they
do plead is that such a decision might afford
an objectionable precedent, if and when they
require to assert their rights judicially, and
consequently, that they have the right to in-
tervene. That plea appears to their Lord-
ships to be untenable. Section 154 of the
Procedure Code, which regulates this matter,
gives the right of intervention to the parties
who are “interested in the eventof a pending
“suit.” The event of the suit can only refer
to the operative decree which may ultimate-
ly be given in favor of one or other of the
parties to it, and not to the views of fact
or law which may influence the Court in
giving decree. To admit the appellant’s plea
would involve the admission of a right to in-
tervene on the part of every person who had
an interest in preventing a decision being



