
inparticular, buti no case reýferredl 1o would ju1ýîify a. hold-.
igon this evidene Hat Wi lreen was frauduent 9)

&s to ik il "appuar i hat" ile -ha., eolicaled (or Miade
away with bisý propo-rtv in, urder to dufeat o)r du' raud lis
credit ors."

KEFREDITI!, C..JULY 151Hî, Ipe
CHAM BERS.

PENNlN(GTON v.IOSIG .
Co)t-7(ýrTazuUun-Evtd-ieme-B;,.ifq fsrA by Cofoiscq for. ostxte

PartY.

Appeal by deednsfro'n loa by' the SeInior tax-ing ofieon th1e taxaltionl of the plailitiff's oa of thle
ýharg-e for brief for s vnior -ounll41 on Ille a1rgume(nt of an
11ppe&l to a DivsinalCort.Seior ýounse>;l was rtt
I>y Iplaill-iff for the argumlent in theý D)ivisiona1 Court, and
Lhe brief in questionj wls prepared( for anjd handejd to Iiiin,but Owing to the intricacy of the case ami his other engage-
~jüeZs the cnslwoa retainedl wýa> unableto argu the

~ase d rcturned tho brief to the plai'ntiff's ,solit-itor, who
cedatone as counisel for Ilhe plaintiff onl the argumnrt.

WFhen the appeal icaie on to be heard, counsel for dlefen-
deus hm! not been furnished with any% brief of the eviolence,

and after the alppeal had bPen opvened it was found to be lin-practicable on that accounit to conclude the argument, and
at~ the suggestion of the Vourt the pltiff's vounsel hnndm]
the brief in question to counisel for defendants, in order thatbo nmighit, whien the argument was resumned on the foliowing
jay, Ae preparedl with. rdeene Po the par-ts of the evidence
mi which lie relied in argument. ()ounsel for defendants
nnade use of the brief for this purpose, and retained and
mftll retains it. Under these eirc-unitancus the tiaxing offi-

ýger .flowed the plaintiff so inuch of the, brief as -on!sisted
->r the copy (of the evidence.

W. J. Tremecear, for defendants,
hilyDenison, for plaintiff.

MZfREJMTH1, C-J., 110]d that thev allowanee mnati by thle
>Zoig Omanee Mias correct.

Appe-al disinissed with osi


