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The brief on behalf of appellee contributes nothing new to
the discussion; it does not question the proposition of law
asserted in the petition, but seeks to escape their effect by a
reiteration of the proposition upon which the lower Court in
its opinion rested its decision. Let us again examine this
conclusion briefly, beginning with the allegation of the bill and
concluding with the opinion of the Court.

As stated on page two of appellee's brief, the bill averred
"that while James P. Hise was the holder of the legal title to
the patents above referred to, that the brains and ingenuity of
John Hise were responsible for the product covered by the
patents and that the proceeds thereof, which had been invested
in real estate, were handled and manipulated by John Hise;
and that the title to the patents were in the name of James P.
Hise solely for the purpose of hindering, delaying, and de
frauding the creditors of John Hise; and the prayer of the bill
was that James P. Hise be declared a Trustee of the patents
and the proceeds thereof, for the benefit of his father, John
Hise."

The relief granted by the Court was in conformity with
the prayer of the bill. The Court, as prayed in the bill, went
back beyond the patent and held that the idea was that of John








