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] M W. Vickers, for the plamtlff

J. Dunbar, for the defendants the Bonner-Worth Company
ed and the executors of M. Rushforth, deceased.

. J. McWhinney, K.C., for the defendants Edgar Worth and
Edelstein & Son Limited.

’ﬁ% J., in a written judgment, after stating the facts, said
the onus of shewing intent to delay or prejudice the other
ors was, as to the transaction between Stewart and the
er-Worth Company, upon the plaintiff; and the plaintiff had
to satisfy the learned Judge that there was any such intent.
ver, the transaction was the result of pressure exercised by
ndant Edgar Worth; and, the 60-day presumption having
cation, that fact was a perfectly good answer. The first
ﬂhould be dismissed with costs to the defendants the com-
and Edgar Worth. The defendant Stewart was not repre-
at the trial, and was not entitled to costs.
to the transaction in question in the second action, the
s Jndge said, after stating the facts, that it did not relate
io a period more than 60 days before the assignment to the
ntiff; and, if what was done amounted to an assignment or
3 of goods, chattels, effects, or property, it must be pre-
d prima facie to have been made with the intent to give
» Edelstein & Son Limited an unjust preference, and to be
st, preference, and so null and void. If the statutory pre-
n arose, the transaction could not be supported merely by
pressure; it would be necessary to decide whether the .
Stewart did not really want the wool as much as he
his money, and was glad to sell his wool at a profit, not
of any desire to benefit the Edelstein company, but
to benefit himself, displaced the presumption.
- was, however, in the opinion of the learned Judge, not
hed that there was an assignment or transfer of goods,
effects, or property, and so the statute did not apply,
int mentioned did not really fall to be declded

ht to insist upon the fulfilment of the contract of sale.
m to recover the value of the wool failed.
re should be judgment for the plaintiff against the defend-
Edelstein & Son Limited, without costs, for the $415.12
to be due. In other respects, the action should be dis-

1e said defendants should have their costs of the issues
ch they succeeded; and Rushforth’s executors should
costs. The defendant Stewart, who was not repre-
the trial, and the defendant Thorpe, against whom the
were noted closed, were not entitled to costs.



