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J. Dunbar, for the defendants the Bonner-Worth C~ompany
d and the executors of M. Rushforth, dceased.
J. ýMWhinney, K.C., for the defendants Edgar Worth and
Edeistein & Son Limited.

SE, J., ini a, written judgment, after stating the favis, s-aid1
,ie omis of shewing intent to dclay or prejudice.( the othier
,rs was, as to the transaction between Stýewvart anld the
r-Wo0rt 1 Company, upon the plaintiff; and t he plaintifï biai
to satisfy the learned Juilge that there was aniy sueýh intent.
ver, the transaction was t he resuit of pressuire e-xerci1sed by
endant Edgar Worth; and, the 60-day presumiipt ion havýing

ffication, that fact was a perfectly good answver. Thie first
should be dismisseil with costs to the defendanýiit. the com-
ind Edgar Worth. The defendant Stewart wa.1s niot repre-
at the trial, andl was not entitled to costs.
to the transaction in question in the sec-ond actioni, thle

1 Judge said, after stating the facts, that it did flot relate
o a period miore than 60 days before the assignn1int 1( the
if; and, if what was done amounted to an a1ssignn:(ent or
ýr of goodis, cha.,ttels, effeets, or propert y, it inust lie pre-

primia facie to hiave been made wîlth the intent to giv\e
Edelstein & Son Limited an unjust preference, and to be

ust preference, and su nuli and voici. If thie staiutory pre-
ion arose, the transaction could. not be supporil ere by*
of pressuire; it wotild be necessary to d1ecideý filteh
iat Stewart did not really want the wool as much as he(
1 bis rnoney, and was glad to sel] bis wo(ol at 'a. profit, not

Sof any desire to benefit the Edeistein eoînpany, bui
to benefit imiself, displaced the presumipt ion.

was, however, in the opinion of the learnied Juilge, nlot
shedl that thiere was an assigniment or transfer o! goods,
lu, effeets, or property, and su the statute did not apply,
i. point mientioneil dÎd not really fail to be decided.
1ge it was found that Stewart ownied the wýool, wvhat lie ili
)t an assigment or transfer o! it, butf was at 111ost a1 release
right to inaist upon the fulflment of the contract o! sale.
aimn to recover the value of the w-ool failed.

eeshould bie juilgient for the plaintiff agaiinst the( dlefend-
itrEdeiBt ein & Son Limiteil, wlt hout cost s, for thle $4- 15. 12

ýe to be due. In other respects, the action shouild be dis-
1. , The said defendants should have thieir costs of the issues
wbich they sueceedeil; and Rushiforthi's execuitors should
their co8ts. The defendant Stewart, who wais not repre-
at the trial, and the defendant Thorpe, against whomi the

ags were noted cloýsed, were not entit led to coats.


