
BATEMAN v. SCO TT.

Scott for the sum of $151.88 debt and $5.15 cost- xcuil

against goods was issued upon titis judgment The bailiff malle a

returil of nulla bona, and an exceution against the lanâs of

C'ornelius Scott was issued, whieh ils now in the handls of the,

baillif, unsatisfled.
The defendants were married in 1891. The father of Mlar-

garet Scott gave her money and cattle to the valuie of about $700

-perhaps not quili' so mueh. She subIsequentlYreeie $105

f rom iter fathcr's estate. This mitey«N was used by the, hiu.sbandi(

and by the wife in maîntaining the house anid farnlily anld ili

raising, buying, and scllinig eattie. No accurate dletailedi auceout

was kept of this ntoney, but there came a lime when theydedd

10 purehase a bouse and lot in Strathroy. There is nio eie

that Corneliusç Scott wus then iii insolvent circtIillIlWe4-s or'

unable 10 pay his debts in f10, if any debla werc then owing.r Il

wau understood and agreed between the de4fendants that the

bouse and lot then to be piurehased should beclongl 10 the, de.

fendant Margaret Scott.

1 arn of opinion tha.t titere wvas no fraud lui titistascin

There was no0 iutent ou the part of elîher defendfant tIoerad

defeat, delay, or hinder aiiny ereditor. of Corlcluni seuIl ini the.

reeovery- of alnY debt.
Apart f ror m any questioni of gift, I sholdh thitnk front 11h4

cvidenct(e that there was at least the sum of $700 iii 1m1011V or

inone1yl '8Worth tal Margaret Scolt eol aiml fromi beri bls~

bad 1 accept the vde' as trule thalt the u%%iladi s

tllaI theconeae of the strathro 'y propcerty was lai 1)0 nIadetl ta

Mariigare.t. Th(' comveyane inl tac tO bOth de'fendaLl1S utsaI

the 'y held1 il, sO far as paper tille ersntdia tnnsl

I find that ini whtl 'waS djonc atj the tinte of andj illrfecc

10 t1Ic puirehase (if the Strathro 'y pprlh iere WaK ni inltenltin

of defrauing lte( plaiintiff or anlY eei of tht1dfndn

(' 1rnelius Scott.
Bot defendanits sa". IlIatI 1w agreerneuil WAS thaýt IlIt Straî

ruy property should bel1ong tu 11w e. The ov eac a

taken to boll defemdanits. ami tht lieal estate wn. sabv

stated, in both decfendlslti as tenants ini comnnin ri.- deqfettd1

ant Margaret SvotI didl nut knu, util inifurnted,1 at the. trial

of titis actioni, ltaIg thecoeunvyance' was lu butll evtats

Cornelius Seott ayu b ie did nol know Ihal le, waa naicdq lit ile

vonvoyance ntil sitort1Y befure the present trial.

My finding ils, ltat il was nertdami thal îlef initentioni

was tat lte Strathroy proper-ty shoitoud be4lunlg tu Ihe wife. alui

thant titere was fo fraud or fraudulet itn


