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The case iS Certainly, as was, said by Riddeil, J., one Of
great suspicion. Discard'ing the evidence of the fanîily of
David, as 1 think mnust be done, there is the evidence 0,1
several witnesses, Mr. lleaney, Mfr. Bradley, )f r. Co,-mfort,
especially the latter, ail tending towards the samýe conclu-
sion that net long before the organization of the joint stock
cernpany, the execution debtor was in possession of the geeds
now in question, apparently as ewner, that hie was holding
himseif eut as the proprietor of the business and the owner
of the goods, and that upon their reinoval hie placed them
in1 charge ocf the witness Comnfort as bis agent, that Comnfort
afterwards left; because of interference by Albert David, and
that the latter, whom Comfort leftin charge, afterwards dis-
claimed the business, saying it belonged te, his brother Abra-
hamn, and s-ubsequently on ah execution in the Division Court
against the latter coming in. abandoned his former dis-
c]a.imer, and elaîned the buiesas his own.

l'le bill of sale under which the elaimnaint- alonepre-
tend te mnake titie la only fronii Rashada and Abr.Abra-
hamn is ne party te it. Ani it follows tblat if thie goods really
belonged te Abrahiam, and net te Ilashada his wife, or
Albert lis brollher, the cla1nians neyer hall any titie te them.

Under ail ficw c1cnstne ai wiîoll unconvineed
that the Divisionûal Court erredI in the conclu-ion arrived at.
Vie calse look> to 'nie very luichi like an attenipt bv flhc three

Daid te pu thiý goolîs iii sncb l a position t1iaf fle creditors
cf Ab1ral11ii couild not recch tbem. The judgnent now ap-

peaed gaîst,îliart-,that Îintention, and we arc not, I
thin, ealed ponl under flie circuinsmances te be astute te

iindreaMns fr rUcvcrsing it.
I wouiJl dislniiss ilio appeal 'withi coýsts.

Ihn~. i~. ,USTIC MXL N-J agree.

FON. MRf'. JUSTICE MEREýDVI'H:-The judient pro-
neîe athe trial w-as, in rn oI1ion101, quite rgf;and the
revrsa cf i a iilistiîke causedi umil by ove(rlooking fwo

cf the me)st inaterial facts of the, caise, facta which are incon-
troerth1 iiimean flie fact that flic defendantsý arc a legal

enfify \-tr l s p r t and distinet; fron awny of the IDavids;
and 0w~ fueL h; the flc(efendanfs liad ftie propertx- in and the

posesso f flic goeds in question at the time of the

The defendants are a duly incorporated eompany; Abra-
bain Davýid is, as far as the evidence slîews, ne more than a'
mere shareholder in the eompany.


