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shall be subject to ail the provisions of this indenture." Subsequently theI
plaintiff ioaned hier husband $6oo, an~d took from hinm for security a bill of sale,
covering ail the property descr;bed in tie schedule of the defend'ant's bill of
sale, and sorme additione.l horses, carniages, sleighs, etc., which hie had since
acquired. The schedule of the second bill of sale was as follows: Eight
horses, 8 single harnesses, 3 sets double barness, 8 purigs, 2 buggies, 3 waggons,
5 boffalo robes, i large sied, C. P.R , i double buss sied, 6 wraps ; also ail other
goods, furnishirigs and articles and materials, now or liereafter during the con-e
tinuance of these prescrits used in connection with the livery stable now owned
by the said J. E. F., and aIl property hereafter acquired therein," and the bill
of sale itself contained thu sanie provision as to after-acquired property as the e
flrst one. After tbis again the plaintiff's husband executed a third bill of sale ý
to the defendant, coverng ail bis liverv stable property, and subsequently gave t
bini a delivery order of the sanie. Defendant having seiaed ail, plaintiff
brougbt an action of trover for the conversion of the property described in
the second bill of sale, or so niuch thereof as 'vas not covered by defendait'sà
6irsipbill of saie, and also for the conversion of a phSton, whidih sire claimied to
own 1:y reason of lier baving given bier busband the riioney with which to pur-
chase it. On the trial before McLeod. J., without a jury, plaintiff's husband
testied that he gave the thîrd bill of sale anid delivery order to the defendant
in consideration of tbe i'ttter's undertaking to pay off bis wife's claim. The
Judge found a verdict for the plaintiff, assessing the danmages at $480. On a
motion for a reversai of the verdict or for a riew trial, defendant contended
that the plaintiff's bill of sale wvas voîd as being from busband to wife (the

* Married Woman's property Act of 1895, it %vas argued, not providîng for strcb
a transfer), and for insufficiency of the description of tbe property, and ailso
tbat the" provision in the flrst bill of sale as to after-acquired property, coupled

* witb F.'s subsequent delivery order, subjected aIl the after-aIcqtuired property
to the provisions of tbe flrst bill of sale. For the plaintiff it wvas contended
that the provision in the first bill of sale as to after-acquired property was
ineffectual for riot iridicating the sanie sufficiently for identification, eitber as
to its character or its future loc~ation.

H-eld, per TUCK, C.J., and RANI <;TCiN, LANDRY and McLEoiD, J.J.,
(13ARKER anid VANWART, J)., no part) that the verdict 'vas riglit, and should
not be disturbed.

j.W Mecready) arrdj. H. Barry, for plaintiff. G. F. Gregory, Q.C., for
defendant.
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Executi>n agai*st body - Co~.ssayab/e by décree of Eçtdty Court-f Retl (l the
lintts.

<ýosts being payable by the defendant under decree of tbe Equity Court
an order absolute %vas obtained fromn the Cou t for an execution against tbe
body of the defendarit, hie 'vas arrested. On an application for an order to tbe
%heriff to take bail to the lirnits,


