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Frorn Divisional Court] HOPIL V. PARROTr. [April 18.

Bis a/ sale and chatte mî.ortgages-&emrity offoarm in absolute sale-
Nwn-compliance u-ilh Chattdl Maillage Adt-iza alidity,

In case of a transaction whicb is in effect ane giving a sec-irity for an
existing deht or boan, the lender o-. grantor cani...t avade compliance
witb the sections of the Bills of Sale and Chattel Mfortgage Act, R. S. 0.
148, which à-eIate to such a- transaction, mereby by adopting a form of sec-
urity appropriate to an absolute sale. If, hovrever, the real transaction is
a sale witfl a right of repurchiasia-g upon certain terms, the vendor can only
be required to observe the requirements of section 6 of thai act.

Held, therefore, in this case that since what purported to be Bis of
Sale of ce-tain goods were gîveri ikà fact as transfers for security crily, as
was established by the facts of zhe case, as for exaýmple, by the fact that
the consideration narned had no re!ation to ihe selling price of the chattels.
and that the chattels were intended to rernain and did rernain in the
possession of the grantors, and wcre used by thern iwîthout aay rent or
h.re paid or agreed tro he paid therefor, and the gra.Itee admitted that frorn
the first he expected to be repaid the consideratiar- money, although he
denied, apparently erroneously, that an>' nght of redernption was restrved
to the grantors at the time or as part of the transaction, the inItreiment
'vere within ss. 2 and 3 of the said Act. and sirce the requirements of the
said Act with regard to Chaitel Miortgaiges had not been corn1 lied with,
they were invalid.I

Sbepi', K. C., for defendant, appellant. .iast., for pýaintiffS.
reEpondents.

From Britton, BRIDGMAN v. RonriNs3Y. [Ap>ril iS.
J"eridor amipruse- odtaa sale- R. u piption o17 Possession-

Ie.plied contrac.

Certain goods were delivered to the plaintiff by the vend.ir mn the
terms of two conditional sale agreemuents. Th'e total price was $6oc, to be
paid part in 3o days after lielivery, and the balance il' 3 inonths %vith intercst.
It %vas agreed that until payment in full the goods were to rernain tlic
property of the vendors, and that on default for one rnonth of any of the
payraents, or of an>' extended payrnent, the whole balance of the purchase
money should becorne due and the cornparly, notwithstanding action or
judgmnent recovered therefor, might resuine possession andI reseli, etc. The
p!aintiff got into default a1thoîîgh he coitinued in p)ossession, aînd in
Augîîst, 1902, an a-reernent was corne to between hirn and the vendors
that he should pay $5o on accounit, and the balance of $242, muade ul) of
arrears of principal and interest, i qllarterlY insta11lmets Of $30 with in)ter-
est. l'lie plaintiff 1x',d îhe $5o. In October, 19D2, the defendant who
had a judg-nent against the plaintiff paid the vcndcrs t'ce whole balance


