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;ee Russell on Crimes, 7th ed., pp. 104-1063, as to erirnes
itted through innocent agents; and Adams v-. The People
), 1 N.Y. (Comstock) 173 (Court of Appeals).
~ere was, inI my opinion, sufficient legal evideuce upon

if believed, to conviet the acesed; and the question re-
1 by the learned trial Juidge should be answered in the
ative.

Conviction affiriacd.
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iimieils and Preferenccs-dsqîigme;tt for Beitefit of 'rt (i-.
ors-Action by Assîgnee to Set aside Chaiud Mort gage
lade by Insolvent to Secure Debt Previous.lylcrr-
,,vidence-Mfortgagee's Knowledge of Insoivem, y-lIï ient
o Prefer-Ir-nvalidity of Mortgage-Bills of Sali aild Chi-
el Iortgage Act, 10 Edw. VIL. ch. 65, secs. 5,7- jdri
,f A t testing Witnes.q-Ornissio» MI Skew Date of E.r, r i1Io I
-Imperative Statutory Provision-A ccoutnt-A pp)licaltin
if Assets Freed from Mlort gage--Costs.

his action was hegun by the plaintifi', as ncsîignee of the
of Alfred St. Laurent, en insolvent, to set aside, as fraud.
figainst creditors, a chattel mortgago mlade by Arthur St.

cnt to thie defendant, on the 2nd JanuiiaryN, 1912.
rhen theý chattel xnortgage was mnade, Aýrthu1r St. Laurent
cd on, business as a retaîl merchant in Ottawa.
n the l2th Mareh, 1912, 1wc, by bill of lile, transfigerred( bis

efto bis brother Alfred St. Laurent, who oni the 26th
y1912, made ain assigument to, the plainifr for thegnra

ht of bis creditors.
lter the evidence had been taken at the trial, liefore KLY
rithout a jury, -Arthur St. Laurent also exetdto the
tff -an assignment for the general benefit of his eeios

the plaintiff, s such asignee, on the 7th Detoenîber, 1912,
ienced another action against Arthur St. Lauirent, aimlilar
iis action. The two actions were then enoiadand
lofendant was given time ami opportunity to adduee fter-


