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or even Nithin the 6 rnontits, then probably the plaintif!
wouild lie barred, but in the latter event it would have been
mialter of defence, and the action eould flot have been dis-

isseil or stayed in Chambers.

Bo YD, C. FEI3RuARY !ÏND, 1909.
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ALEXANDRA OIL AND DEVELOPMENT CO. v. COOK.

Frauduilcni Conveyace-Trans fer of Property by Husband
Io ife-Prosperous Financial Condition of Htweband at

TIie of Tr<insfer - Intention Io Enter mbt Hazardous
Businesç-Fear of Futu4re CredÎbors--R. S. 0. 1897 ch.

3ý1-'-Fin'ifl of Fraudulen t hI brut--Judgrnient -Cred'-

Iurx' Clairns-Rferencc--Cosfs.

Act(in by execution creditors of defendant Johin W\. Cook

to i;et aside convevances of land and transfers of perso-nai

Vropert v 1)*y that defendant to lis eo-defendant, luis wife, as
fratdle(nt as against the plaixutiffs and other creditors, and

te nk thie property traunserred availaible for paynuent of

aredito)rs' claims. llie judgment of thé plaintiffs agaiîîst

th efedn Johln W. Cook was ohtauined in a previous action
of Ille sine naine, rteported 10 O. W. 11. 781, il O. W. R.

1054.
G, Il. Watson, K.C., for plaintiffs.
M. Wright, B3elleville, for defendants.

Rovr, C.:-lti sonwliat difficuit to gaige accurately the

finanrial condition of the hushand nt the time lue made a gift
to big wife of $5,000 on the 3rd March, 1905. ITe gave lier,
bc»i, $50 on 6th April, and $500 on 2nd May of that

vear: 86,000> in aIl. 0f tangible assets ail that appears is that
after paymnit of thiese sa le liad a banik 'balance at the

en of MNarch of $9,716, at the end of April of 82,822, and

at the end of May' , $1,928-ail to his credit. J3esides this,'
te. tarin nd chiattels thereon, now in question, were worth
then, liesys about $1,000 and $2,000 respectively. As to

bis obligations, thiat iF, as 1 understand, thope not secured,
h. eavs Ilie did not owe 84,000 or $5.000 in March, 1905, but


