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;‘unil:’c :;nounting to $900, was given by the son to the father.
aftery, ered all the son’s goods except about $136 worth (which
0 ot ards brought $114 on sale). The son was then indebted
O thzrztﬁ) about the same amount (at least) as the mortgage.
enefit of crle)(fict?)l;lsber’ the son assigned to the plaintiff for the
th : :
Mortgy Ought at the hearing that the transaction by which a
5 thge on chattels was obtained by the father (defendant)
o € son (the insolvent) for $900 could not be supported so
of ¢ S $500 of it was concerned, which represented the amount
Wae Dote held by the father from the son and then current.
mones 0 doubt as to the balance of $400, which represented
to Sellyt}ll):ld to an execution creditor of the ,son, who was about
(all by goodg under the execution. The father paid the money
judgmentm)’r(}llrezt t}(l) the execution creditor, and so satisfied the
deh ; € Tather says he made no i i
clut;::i's T as to the son’s position ﬁnaxncoiaigil 11;11‘1}:1 at?latto hzt}ilfl!-‘
e s{mthe Dote in the mortgage so as to n;ake himself safe.
0 1 being then indebted to others to the extent of at least
i’mjei?‘lﬁgei*h&d ‘;he Judgment and execution been assigned
ave only sh i i
B cating cuity o e sosts ik For
' : soflhe Judgment was by default). ’ e
© a8signeq fus 1S by the statute on the defendant, for the son
than mol(;:hth;t benefit .of. creditors to the Sheri,ﬁ within less
of the creditora. ﬂelr the giving of the mortgage and the payment
pref:rence imp.uteg ‘L‘;“i}f: ;itl:{)li.celgh% idnten\t’ Iti) ga}xlinG:;n illegal
-Sec, ute w. . ch. 64, sec. 5,
lt)o‘ fin ::Lliat glon the meagre evidence in this case, I am noSt able
eﬁhﬁf that :;iaimteg $141}) either father or son a bona fide
a ce o i i
) - h; ebtor to continue? }E?Jlb%zli(rilets(; Ogdcizdgg;) avlvloilii
fat er g Ull. The sop knew his insolvent condition, and the
an gy, PParently agkeq : e
of eye o €d no questions, and took the security with
th the businegs DTS}t:curlty rather than any possible prosecution
; € naty of a.n 4 € money paid by the defendant was not in
Wi&l:eferential p:yn‘;ance of money, but.t rather ?n the nature of
in the . Lovment to the execution creditor, which was
£ u gme:rs‘{hlef of the Ontario Act.
itendant o OV:lll be toset aside the chattel mortgage, and the de-
péof.w ich he ;:3 ount to the assignee for the goods sold under
h‘igdlng- this acti:y have received the proceeds. The $500 held
- Pution, ang ¢ ‘ent-ShOUId.be paid over to the assignee for dis-
ransactions of the defendant with the goods



