
Couirt case and a case in thie Surrogate Couirt with ro-
to the quiestion noiw before me.

The motion te quaslh must therefore be granted.
Maxwell & Maxwell, St. Thomnas, solicitors for pi
J. A. Robinson, St. Thomas, solicitor for defenidý
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CLBMENS v. BAIITLETT, FRAZIER, & Co.
EoeuUn-AeeeUte WorA, Pcsrm and Share PifltR-j
sMp - Rtigltt of Sheriff toie m re8 of~~~5 e Pa
<Jrain, out net te Ta/e it eut or Possession or Qther

Ovens v. Buill, 1 A. R. 62, followed.
A.ppeal by defendant- frei judfgmnent Of ROBEaRTS

in favouir of plaintif iii an. interplcader issue as te thi
to the proceeds of certain grain and chattels seized
sheriff of the county of Waterloo. The deff.endants a
clition creditors of John H1. Thamer, who absconde<
the country i IMay, 1901. The trial Judge foi
facts that in 1894 the plaintiff owned two farms and
auction sale of about $2,500 worth of ehattels, etc. 0
Thamer, then 21lyears of age, plaintiff's nephew and a
,son, and who was living with hirs, beuglit $900 wor
did neft pay for thern, and during the stibseqixeni
wQrked ene of the farins on shares with the plaintil
remained in possession; that at the timie ThRsmer'
owed plaintiff $3,400; that certain grain had been heJ
and net sold, but the balance had been sold and pi
appropriated b)'y Thamner; and that at the time of the
the plaintiff, being a partner aud ini possession, waa e
te, the grain, and that the goods had always been tIi
perty of plaintifl inder his agreement with Thamne
pursuaait te, it had frem tiine te tinie replaced wo.
articles.

F. Arneldi, K.C., for defendants.
E. P. Clemeut, Berliin, for plaixntiff.
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