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Central Bank~, appealeti tpon tie grouni that
the transfer of the shares iii question te hiiîu
was a fraudient transaction, perpetrated in
the face Of sec. 45 Of the Banking Act, mias.
muich as the. Banik w'as trafficking i its Own
shares for the purpose of ke-.ping ulp the
appearance of bcîî,' 6i sales, anti se enhanc.
ing the pî.ice at whiclh the shares of the Bank,
were being qiioteti iu the mnarket anti thtt
the Bank teck the appellant's notes foi- the
price of the shares, untiertaking that the
notes should ziot bc enforced, but, on a re-sale
of the sharesý, shoulti be deliveroti np te be
canicelieti andi that the saiti transactions
were iî/tnî ires of the Hank.

Hetd, that ail this amnounteti te no tiefence
against the liqtid(lators. who representeti the
crediters of the Bank, andi zot the Blank
alone, W«bat riglits the appellanit iiiiglit
have as against thc directors of tlic Bauik. or
other shart'hulters. wvas a different iuatter.

As te certain ether shares. iu respect te
which the' appellant hati been placeti uipon
the liot of centrihutorivs, lie appealeti upon
the grountid that hie hiat actînireti theiîn within
one înnth l>efoî'c the' suspension of the
Bank, referriiîg te sec. 77 of the Banking Act;
anti, aIso, on the grounti that thcse whc hati
transferreti their shares to hini within the
perieti cf one iionth befere the suspension
sheulld have aise l)cen placeti on the list.

1-Idd, thiat the appellant was rightly placeti
uipen the list as to these shares, but that
Iliose aise who hati transferreti their shares
within the ionth sheuti be likeivise put uipeu
it.

A. C. c;a1t. feor the' appellant.
WV. R. Mleredtith, (3.C., conttra.

Fî~îîeu~oN, J,] [Feb. :z.
Cou isoî.î,x..s v. FýooRlis, et ai.

Fraudulefft mert gage-S.'et a.iie by excecuùon
creditci'-*Pria,'itj b.'Aween exectiivi creditor
and su bsistitg sectond >nrtgar-Cests.

C., an execution crediter, brought an action
te set asitie two înortgages iatie b>' his exe-
cutien debtor to F. andi H. respectively, anti
succeedeti as to the mortgage matie te F. hI
an application te tiecide the prierity between
C. andi the remaining mortgagee, H., in
which it was claimed that C, was entitled to

the benefit )f hit; diligence, anti that to the.~
extent cf the încrtgage set aside he should'
have prioî'ity over H. It was,

Hrttd, that C. wag net etitlti te any such -

priority, but that lie was erîtýtlet to the differ.
enco between bis solicitor anti client costs;
anti such ceets ns lie shoulti recever frontill Mu
defentiants asii i the nature cf salvage.

Sheph'y, for the motion,
S. M. Blake, Q?.C., centtra.

Practice.

MACMAHON, J.] [Feb. 5.

A ,'res- Fo îeigie r ini On tarietemoari
A bout Io reliuu'n hviie-Jutet tu dejraud-
Order tu holdl tu bail.
The plaintiff clajînieti*oecdaae r

the tiefendtit, the cause of action being
criniiîial conversation with the plaintiff's wife.
Thie tiefendaut liveti in the Unitedi States, but
was here fer a teniporary purpese when the
plaintiff bati imi arresteti untier au ertier te
helti to bail.

The plaintiff in his affitiavit'ý&wori te un the
3etli january, on which the order was granteti.
stateti that the tiefendant hati arriveti.in Tu.
rente that meornîng, anti that he intenieti te
leave foir his own country that night with in.
tent te defrauti the plaintiff of thetiamage-s li'
hati sustaineti. Upon a inotion fer the (le-
fendant's dîscharge,

He/d, that in ieaving Ontar'io, he was net
tioing so with the intent te tiefraucl îhe plain.
tiff, anti was therefore entitleti te ho dis'
charge(]. Ex. P. OnYjtierrez, t i, Chy. D). 298.
specially referreti te.

Bigelouv, fer plaintiff.
Tilt, Q.C., for' defentiant.
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S'rREET, J.] [Feb. x6.
LucAs v. CRUuCu<SHANK.

SecuritY fOr COsts-Rtile 1243-1dentitY Of catise
cf action.
The plaintiff, as adinistrator of hi% late

wife, brought this action under R.S.O. c. 135,
te recover compensation for her havlng been
killeti by reason of aJiegeti negligence of the
defentiants.
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