
486 CANADA LAW JOURNAL.y purpose of sub-sac. 16 mouifestly was to maire it clear that a
man couid nlot get a Leense and put 3omebody else into the liceasé

~ premises and permit him te carry on the business. It was a
j'.-liccrise personal ta the man ta wliom it wua granted, and for the

4 very premises and no oCher than those for which the license wus
issiaed, and what the legisiature deqired ta aceomplish by that
provision wuM ta prevent a man, alfter getting a license in that
way withdrawing from the eontrol of the business and putting
toxnebady else in who would aperate under his license. To ex-
tend the section te such a case as ti wùuld make the Act un-
workable> and is somtithing which I think was not at ail in
contemplation of the legisiature.

Tien il is ta be observed that the provision is "so long as
4 4 .~;such person continues ta be the occupant of the premises" go

that, taking if ever in tie most tecinical senrne, ti mnan was
neyer the occupant of the premises, and if technieally is ta be
resorted ta upon the one aide it may fairly be resorted te upon
the oCher, and there was in this case no ceasing ta continue
because he neyer had occupied the promises.

In my opinion tic marnent tie license cominiissioners grant4d
the transfer or the permission ta transfer, or whatever the formai.
document waa, tie premises became licensed premises within
the meir»»'q of the statute, and thserefore upon the application
for a license for the inca'uing year there was no necessity for a
new certificate.

Even if that were not so, therru is, I think, another complete
answer to the appliuation, se far as it rested upon the argu-
ment ilpon which this branch of the case is supported, and that
is that there is nothing in the case to shew tha' the license com-
missioners hav ated yet or that tbey intend ta act eontrMr
ta their duty ini the premises, and even if the cour'. has juris-
diction to intervene in the mnatter I ought not to assume that
they are going to do so; and that, as I say. seems te me te be a
complete answer to this branch of tic case.

Then with regard ta the absence of the report of the in-
spector, I ain ivery muai i.nclined, ta thinir that that is a mattmr
with which the court has nothing ta do. Tie absence of the
report 1 cannot think would, where the license is issued,n r
the license void, Sureiy that is part of the internai machinery.
The license commissioners probably would be dereliet if without
such a report they acted; but the statute sgeems to have laid down
a course of procedure with regard ta the rexnoval of licenses
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