
BELL v. ROBINSON.

$4,300. In that statement there appear payments to T. &
T. Bell, flie plaintiffs in this action, $457.,

Plin'son, tlue defendant, says that at that tiiue the only
c-redito)rs of Elizabeth 'Murphy &L Co. that lie heard, of were
Wy-ýnne, & Co., to whomn Johin MurphY saîd his wife owed
about e$110, and the Footwt*iar Co.. about $229.

Thet defendant mnade Murphy & Co.*s surplus (as shewn
on exhihit 10) $1,819.12. But there was an error in credît-
itug the Look accouits twice, once at $400 and again at $350.

l'he account stands as follows:

Suirplus a's per exhibit 10 ... $ 167 6)7
Stock, on hand .............. 3,739 80
Book aecounts fromn $300 ta

$400, Say,.-..............35 0 00
Reail estate ........ ........ 1.200 00 $5,457 47

Debtor:

Owing 'Robinson, on 3rd
Octoher .... .. ...... $3,912 48

ti Wynne.;... .... ....... 145 87
44 Trew .... ..... ........ 80 00 $4.119 15

$1,21!) 02

01n 3rdl Oetoher Rlobinson went to 'North Bay' and -Aw
John Mufirphy, the manager of the execuijon delitor*S l>USi-

uess, whio aîd. that he requîred more gonds to carry on the

business and miake it paand on the strength of the surplus,
and on the statemeint that; Murphy vdi, tInt 1w would
make hin-wekl paynuei(nts. he agrecil to furnisli goods to
tiie anuiotnt of at ]oast $2.000, on the understanding, that a
chatteI rnortg-agc would be gie.hhm for the amou'nt tIen

owiing and also for the new gnods to bc supplied. Tbev bath
went to 1Nfr. caghysoffice, and it waq arrangedl the're
that Nir. Mcagea solicitor in North Ba v, ïhouifi drawi%
a morigagre co'rerinig these two naunits, and that Bt>hinson
would ;~end tho g-oods to a agw' order et Xorili By
muhih vere not to be delivèred to Murptihy & Co. until a

rhattel iiiortgage( should be exeeuted, hy MINrs. Mupyon t1ue
fttck in the shop, covering the two amoiints--the fo>rmeir

idelt(nes, for whieh John Murphy gave a moVneorb
.IOctober, and tIe amount of the invoice of the0 newf


