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sta.tements of counsel. The motion did not cover the previouia
conviction; and, by sec. 63 (2) of the Judicature -Act, R-.&Q,
1914 eh. 56, under which the motion was made, the notice shall
specify the objections intended to be raised. If the statements

of counsel were flot aceepted, it did not appear that there was
more than one conviction; and, if they were accepted, the faet
of sales havîng been made was the most cogent evidüee that
liquor was being kept by the defendant for sale.

But, in any case, the offences were distinct. Both offenees,
as weil as both hearings, were on the same day. That was flot

material: sec. 88, sub-sec. 3, of the Liquor License Act.

Motionb dismissed without c'oats.

LEÀDLA&y v. UNio-i STOCI<xÀIwS CO. LnuITrD-1BRITTON, J.-
JuNE 14.

Company-Skare8-Transafer by Endorsement on Certificat,

-Falure to Record in Books of Com p<ny-Fraitd of Tra:nsf.ror
-Rights of Z'ransf crec against True OnrLce-4~B
mus.]-On the 13th May, 1904, Williami Levack & (.'o. assignedl
to the plaintiffs 80 shares of the comnmon stock of the defendaiit
comnpany. The assigument was by endorsemnent upon two certi-.
ficates, each for 40 shares. The plaintiffs did net ask to have the
shares transferred on the books of the company until atter ali
the assets of the company had been sold and the proeèeds dis-.
trihnted. The plaintiffs aileged that Williami Levack & CJo. wer
indebted to themi in the suma of $4,300; that the sale of the ass
ot the epmpany was for a suffeient sum to pay ail the liabilitie.
of the eemnpany and 60 cents on the dollar of the par value of the
comimoil stock; and the plaintiffs claimed paymnent of 60 cents
on the dollar, namely, $4,800, and înterest, or a mnandamus to
eoinpel the defendants te register the transfer of the 80 sharffl
on the books of the coempany, and (that transfer being mxade)
an accoumt of ail the dealings by the defendants with the assetS
ot the dfnat company. The action waa tried without a jr
at Tooto he learned Judge finds that the defendant Dodui
was th t'ru i ne of the 80 shares; that he lent the eertifieate
to William Lsvack &i Co. for a certain purpose; that a fraudu-
lent us was made by Levsek &i Co. of the certifleates; that the
s'hres were not tra2iferahle, se as to bind the conmpany, other-
wise thai .n the books of the company; that the plaintiffs had


