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The statute prohihited a sale to any person within1 the town,
)f Orillba except on the preinises on or iii. which the aie or he
xas manufactured, and on such prenises a sale could legally be

nad only to llldftrs of a liease under the License Aet. F'ahsa
ýio bengso uaifidit becaxne neeessary to determine whether

what took lac IOt the defendant 's premises or within the teo»
3f Orilli, wIL«A the liquor was ordered for Fahsa, was a sl
within the Ineaning of the Act.

The position take by the defendant is, that a sale was xi41
maein the town of Orillia; and, if what happened contituted

ii sale ini the townslhip of Orillia, where the goods were delivered
î eoiivietion could not be had, the information not charg"i1g thal

ii sale wRS malde in the township but only that there was deliver3
there. The argument for the aecused proeeeded on thie Elle thai

W0.8e U i Orillia only a contract for sale at moSt, if, indeed
liLere was even such a contract; that there was no0 tral5mutatioI

af th proIertY te the purchaser; that there could not be a eom
PI*td sale until there was ail. appropriation of the goods and à

deeto theito the purebaser; and, the delivery not being i~i
the town, no male ws m~ade tiierein. Ail this is based on the as

Kumtion that the tet s, vhether there was a sale in the strie
legal menn f that word as used in reference to eontracte û
male and purchame, That, buwever, ie too striet a ruie to he aP

plied here. It seems t, me1 thi the Legislature, in imposfig thi
prhbto whic)I ws in force in thie town, intended to pu

resricioni nt oi4ly on sales actually in ail respects comrtle'tec
but pon the eota t frsaleor the doing of the very aet
Iifrhrneo a0~ mile iin the present case are founld t

have een dne i the~ town, unlees to the limnited eiass authoi

The cse sh uldnt bceipoe of by so interpr-etingl tii
w0i«bl"a to mark ari distinction between an' agrei

net» 11 nelan emle êsl where the property has actt
ally pamtthe puchse. Wat isthe view taken in a numb(

of~ ~ ~ 0 Egihcsma e on on being Lambert v. Rowe, [19141
L.8. .* It washl that thewor " sell "in sec.1 3 <

the arke andPairClau eAt was to be understood l1u
popalr ndno i it srit egl iese. . . A like eoneli

xin aareehd n arie cse, otbl Streteli v. Whi
186).25J.P 4.5 ciedwih aprva i Lamhcert v. Row

Plettn ~ ~ v.Cmbl,[8912QB 2,was eitedon the argi
monlt au poe to a eciU1hU; but e i that case, whi<

,pidiftinuisabl frm te peset, rigtJ., said that 1


