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a ”ew tr'al on ‘tat ground. anjHhat an endorsee of the note 
Pir Dubuc, J. This cvidence wai entitled to the horse u against 

should have been brought m the an innocent purchaser for value 
case inchief and not in rebuttal. Sm/,le. The above mc&oned

’ Dubuc, J., also. Even if statute docs not make all receipt 
the evidence should in str.ctness notes, hire receipts and orders for 
have been received, stdl that alone chatteli mentioned in it, excent 
would not be sufficient, but the those taken for manufactured goods 
plaintiff must shew that, if it had having the manufacturer’s 
been received, the jury would havesome other distinguishing name 
come to a different conclusion. painted or printed thereon, invalid 

Fer 1 aylox, C. J. , and Dubuc, and void as against purchasers in 
■n “ a,n actlon hbel the Court good faith. Sutherlandv. Manttix 

will rarcly grant a new trtal on the 641. 
ground of weight of evidence, and 
this is especially the case where the 
question for the jury I was, whcther 
the matter complaioed of, was, or 
was, not, fair comnynt on the acts 
of a public man. /Martin v, The 
Manitoba Free Prt rr Co. . . . 60
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IIMITATIONS.
Statute of.

See Statute of Limitations.
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I IICBNSE. is iLI0U0R LI0EN8E AOT.

,wun- —Amcndment of conmction.^—ln
See Liquok License Act. order to convict of the offence of 

selling intoxicating liquors during 
prohibited hours under section 143 

LIEK KOTES ACT. of the Liquor License Act, R.S.M. 
Constructibn of bailmcut—Right *'is incumhent the prose- 

of possession— Chatte/s other thant°.Provc ‘hat ‘he defendant 
manufactured goods.] — A promis- fm,?, for *he premises
sory note given for the price ofa^1Cre the, ,1<ll,or w,a» »old, or that 
horse provided that the title, owner-1 e Prem™es were hcensed premi-
ÄÄÄSr“»fr * * -vic.

the bote was given shpuld «main , ’ for s.ej durln,S Pr°hibited
in the vendor or holder of the f°“*hcre the exJ!tence of a 
nom, un,il the note should be ful.y “0f* a"°fÄ’ ctviction

Held, that this ipstrument was ™ ma\e'ifoM for Mlling^Iithout 
neither a * license. Regina v. William, 842.

Quashing local option by-law.
See Municipality, 4.
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receipt, nor 
within the meaning of The Lien 
Notes Act, R. S. M. c. 87, s. 2,
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