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about the rear of the premises to indicate that person
there with a motor car, and that some heavy article.,
taken across the fence, but there was nothing to she%i
tbing had been removed fromn the house. The marks 1
equally consistent wvith the theory that something
brought into the house, and there was nothing upon wvh
a finding thIat liquor had been removed except the stater
defendant tliat he had had 18 casés of liquor- in his pos
that they were gone. There was no direct evidence of

But there was evidence that the accused hiad had in
sion 18 cases of liquor; lie admitted it at the trial. And
was the liquor, in respect of which~ ho %vas being prosecut

se.88 of the A.ct, proof of sucli pseion is prima fac
of gilt, unless the accused proves that he did not c
offence.

It %vas argued that the "possession" to wvhich sec.
pseson at the time *hen seach is made-tha.t is,

must, be evidence that liquor is fouand ini the os&
aocuaed; that e-vidence that the accused lias previously
in his posesoni not siifficient.

Ther ismuch force in this argument, bultthe <
settled, until a higher Court holds otherwise, by the
Rex v. Moore (1917), 41 O.L.R. 372.

Section 88 really makes no reference Wo the "fmnding
in the oseso of the aceused; it refers merely o pr

It could not, therefore, ho held that the magistri

Motion dismisse(


