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made thc conviction, and the evidence in the one czasI., although disrnssed,
being calculated, under the circumstances disclosed, to influence the
magistrate ini the case in which defendant was convicted.

R. v. McBerny, 26 N.S.R. 327 followed.
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Collectionz Act-Fraudient disposition of properiy- Appea! /rom order of
examiner disnissed with cosis-Refusal Io execui'e assîgnmen-
/.nptisoniiient artiered for.

A judgment was recovered against oie of the defendants, G.B., on
J an. 31, 1901, for $37.91, debt and. costs ' nd reniained tinsatisfied,
whîcb at thc date of the commencement of the examinahion hereinafter
mentioned, amounted to $50.32. On I)ec. 29, 1903, the defendant, (LB.,
entered into a recognizance for $45 as surety for bis brother J.T. fi. in the
Police Court at Halifax on appeal fron., a summary conviction, and
justified on oatb as being worth Il$45 over and above ail bis debts " in
personai property, which cp'nsisted of bousehold furniture, including the
above judginent and ar .ther judgment had against him by L k& 'T. for
$65. 19, and which two judgmnents were specifically brougbt to his notice at
the turne he %vas justifying as bail under oath. An execution was issued
on the first inentioned judgnient on the following day, and the sberiff
acting undei it, on jar 3, 1904, demandcd from the defendant the per-
suuîal property on whlich lie Jkistified, to which (LB. replied that lie had
sold it to tus brother N.B. wbo took possession of it twc days before for
$60, which lie gave to bis wife for the n)urpose of buyvg household sup-
plies, etc. 'l'le defendant was shortly afterwards exaînined under the
Collection Act in respect of this judginent. 'l'le above facts were proved
on the exarnînation, but the disposition, of the $6o, the proceeds of the
sale of G.l1;.'s personal property to his brother N.1B., was not satisfactorily
accounted for to the examiner;- it further appeared that shortlv after the
recovery of this judgmient against the said G.B., but before it was recorded,
lie rnortgaged bis realty to a building society for $400, and subsequently
colvvecd by absolute deed the eq-iity of redemiption for another alleged
boan Of $400 tO his father în-law, whose lieirs witbout any considerition
cons eyed said equity to defendant, G. B12s wife. 'l'lie defendant G. B,
rcmjaitied in possession of tbe realty which wvas assessed in bis naine,
paid the taxes on it, and did not know whether the alleged boan
f-roi is father-in-law "'as paid off b>' lis %vifé or not. Ile aftcrwards
b'illîslf palid off the mortgage to the building snciety.

Thbe examiner made an order uinder the Collection Ac,., S. 27 (e)
aigaitist the defendant Gi, 13. coninmitting hull to jail for two inonths for a
lraudfulenit disposition of bis property, or until lie should pay $61-42, tie
anînuint dite On die judgmecnt. On appeal to \\eatlierb)c, J,, lit Chambers,


