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That the goods were in the posesion of the defendants

at the time of the seizure, was admitted by the piaintitis at

the trial; the statement of their counsci was: " Thev were
seized in the premises of the compaîîy at Cochrane ;" and the

forin o~f tle issue, putting the onus of proof upon the plain-
tiffs, shews it.

That possession was evidence of owncr.ship; but, in addi-

tion to that, ail of the I)avids, are by their acts and their

evidence preciuded f rom asscrting any other ownslîip; and it

is not suggested that any one eisc could ho the owner of them;

and if anyone cisc were, the plaintiffs must iikewise fail upon
this issue.

Then the defendants being the owners as against Abrahaîn
David, how can the plaintiffs succecd in this issue? In one

way only by proving tbat the goods were the property of
Abraham David, and that they wcrc aequired by the~ c-ni-

pany with intent, on their part, to d1efoat his creditors; 1

say on their part, because the acquisition was not a x'oluntary
one; the company's stock was given in consideration for the
property it acquired.

N'Teither of these things--each of which is necc>sary to
the plaintiffs' succss-is proved. One miay bc susýpicions as
to Abrahîam David's ownership before the company acquircd
the goods; but suspicionui is itot proof; and the onus of proof
wus on the plaintiffs, an omis which ivas very far from being
fairiy and rca.sonably met by a lot of ioose, rambiing, and

whoiiy iîconclusive, evidence. And asq to amY frauduient in-

tent on the part of the company, therie is rcii n evidence.
Beside Abraham David, there werc at ast four share-
holders, une of thiem bcing the solicitor, r.orr;and

there is no0 evidence of Abrahamn David beinganP mr thian

a mere sharcholder.
I can find no warrant in thli ne for' thaser, o

that the dcfendants make nu, prtnc tii xcetL through1L

Albert and Ilashada DJavid; thiey v r not bald 1 )01t
make pr'ouf of titie; that obligaition, w-as un thie plaintiftsý;

the defendants' possession alune was proof of their titie at

flhc time of seizure, and conld xîot lK. diýtjîr1wc bv *\ hie plain-

tiffs exccpt on satisfactory prouf that, at thati tiitue,Ahaîr
IDavid was rcaliy the owncr.

Nor ean 1 at all agrce to the succccding assertion that if

the goods reaily belounged to Abraham,. and tto lu asada
or Albert, the defendants could not bave acquircd titie to
them; for surely even acquiesence oiiy by Abrahamn in a
transfer by the others to d1efendants would carry any right ho


