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)od&-'ýCondit onat Sale-AgreemerntSeizure of Goods
Ezg#,ution-Pretended Seizure by Assigne, of Vendor
n Possession of Bailiff under Éxecution--Conditionat
let, R-S-O. 1914 ch. 136, sec. 8-Retention of Goods for
Is-Tender of Balance Due w ithin that Period-Right Io
don-Pretewled Sale-Replein-Damages.

to recover goods (shop-fittings) alleged to have been
ttaken by the defendants, and' for damages.

ionl was tried without a jury at a Toronto sittings.
obertson, for the plaîntîff.
Brguson, for the defendant.

J., ini a written judgment, said that one McHale was
owner of the shop-fittings, and purported to seil themn,
imbrance, to the plaintiff. McHale got the fittings
Loche; and, at the time the plaintiff purchased fromn
ere was at least a small surn (about $28) for interest
due to Roche. The plaintiff, in good faith and upon
grounds, belîeved that the purchase-money due to
heen or would then be paid in full. Roche, howe ver,
it more than the interest was due at, this time. The
Stransferred to the plaintiff by bill of sale, duly regis-
laintiff becamne Iessee of the premises upon which. the

ý, and paid rent. While the plaintiff was in possession
<e on these premises, the defendant Cook seized them
ýion Court execution against MoRale, on the 4th May,
)n the l7th abandoned the seizure, saying that hie had,
iQo' to the execution. The defepidant, Meyer8 had
f the goods when they were replevied by the plaintiff.
ýf daimn was under an assignmient of Roche's dlaimn

aa " lien "); Cook purchased, Roche's dlaim and paid
e balane alleged to be owing, $94.90, on the loth May,
on thaf. day purported to take the goods -under his

ýrat between MoRale and Roche was in the forra of a
dtdthe 5th February, 1917-ýa promissory note for

it ace said to bc given for the fittings, describing
ýoiùgtha.t the property should flot pass.until pay-

ntand that Roche should be at liberty upon default


