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1874. Stock and dry goodsj hardware, crockery, grocer'. ;s, and

J^rr!, other goods, wares, and merch; T>dize, in the store and
Re Thirkell. o » ' j

Perrin premises occupied by the morii;: .g r at, &c." This was
Wood, held to satisfy the statute. In that c^^se th-'re might

have been a serious difi^julty in ident fying the goods

intended to be covered by the mortgftga, for if

the aheriff seized six months after the giving of <he

BC i?'it;y, fresh gocis might meantime have been pur-

chas*.'d, iMxil tboso liable to seizure could only be ascer-

tainti '^Y a careful investigation of the ol^^ goods and

invoi< f--8, and the later ones. In the prestit case, this

serious difficulty is very much lessened, as it Is intended

by the instrument in question to cover the pust, present,

and future goods.

In Powell v. The Bank of Upper Canada (a), it was
thought reasonable to look at the description of the

assignor, in order to define the locality of the apart-

ments in which was a part of the furniture otherwise
Judgment,

undefined, j^ Mathers v. Lynch {b), the description

ran, " And also the following goods, being of the stock

in trade of the party of the first part, taken in the

month of April last, that is to say : sixteen pieces of

tweed ;" and there it was held that these goods might

be taken as described to be in the store.

McMartin v. McDougall (c) shews, that notwithstand-

ing the existence of the mortgage of the 9th of February,

1874, the mortgage in question could, even at law, be

enforced.

But it is further argued that, so far b, he after

acquired •' ^9 are concerned, the mor -:;«>.r^» can have
no claini o.. tuem ; and t)he case of Belt-.j s. Head {d) is

quoted as an authority for this positioa. There is no

(o) lie. P. 303.

(«} 10 U. C. 399.

(b) 28 U, C.
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