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HeUZ, 1. Refusing the application -çith eosts, that the stock
subseriptions being eonditiona1 upon the arrangement for the
union of the two bodies going through as a whole, and the pro-
jert having fallen through, thnre was a failure of consideration
and there wui nothing to prevent the subseribers f rom recover-
ing baek the amounts paid by thexu.

2. The payment of the cal], under the cireiumstanees, did not
waive the condition.

DRYSDALE, J., diSSeUted.
Mellish, K.C., for liquidator. W. B. A. Ritchie, K.O., and

Raiston, for contributories.

FrIi Court.] TuE KiNc. v. WiLSoN. [April 5.

îiiioxicating liquor-Evidence of sale su'pporting contiction.
The only point relied upon by defr- 'ant on appeal frein a

eonvietion for a violation of the Liqu .r License Act wus that
tlwro was no evidence that a sale of the liquor in question teck
pince in the town of B. as alleged.

The purehaser of the liquor swore that she bouglit the article
froiîî defendant end that- it wus delivered at her house in B. by
the (lcfenelant's teaxu, and another witness, the policeman of the
town, sw'ore thiit defendant's fa(ctury and rcsidente were in the
town of 13. and that he put up bottled drinks there whiQh were
4o](1 iind delivered froni ther- in the town of B.

1h14d, thiat the evidenee wis sufficient, and that, the judgment
of the County Court judge to the contrary' should be set aside
and the conviction affirmed.

Rob(.'rtq, for proseeutor. McLea-i, K.C., for defendant.

Longley, J.1 KING V. MCINTYRE. [April 26.

Liquor Lu'c utuAl--Eicn
Ou tlic trial of an informiation or comiplaint foi, au offece

against the provisiont; of the Liquor License Act, R.S.N.S., c.
100,. the person eharged is1 coinpetcnt snd compellable te give
evidence but eannot be eonmpellcd to answer any question which
may tend te eriminat4m him.

The objection is a personal one and muet be made by the
party- himseif and not by his counsel.

Carroll, for plaintift. Harrigton and Chisholrn, for defen.
dant.


