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MH)DLETON v. COFFEY.

IÀlujor Licensc A<'t -DI)liIIry of lnloxwcaliny Liquor to
Jerson after Notice--Licensed Seller-Service of ,ýotlîte
on Barman-Notice liomning Io Knouledge of Seller~-
E viden ce.

Appeal by defeadant froîîî judgnient of MuEEDIT, J.,
ante 18, in favour of plaintiff for $100 without costs la
an action under sec. 125 of the Liquor License Act to reuo er
fromn defendant, a licensed seler of intoxicating liqoiors, d1am-
ages for selling to the husband of pflaintiff, aftcr notice uxdoir
the Statulte. MEREDITH, J., held tliat, service of te notice
on defendviit's bar-tender was equivalent to .service upoti

lfnaî awl also fourni that defoîulant had know'ledgo of
the serv ice of the notice.

J. Ilaverson, K.C., for defendant, eontended that the atat-
ote slîould bce onstrued strictly, and that liorsonal service on
the defendant was neceasary, or, if there could be service on
an. agent at ail, that the bar-tender was not an agent upon
whom service rould ho validv nimade.

J. MW. Ferguson, for plaintiff, contended titat the service
wa.s good, and that the finding of thec trial Judge that the
fiotie reaehed dtfeîîdant. should net Ije interfered with.

Thle julg-ient of the Court (MEREDITH, ('J., FALCON-
PRIDGE, ('.4., STREET, .1.), wa.s delivered hy

-MFRE-DITHi, C...-The action was brouglit by a married
wonian, nder hie provisions cf sec. 125 of the Liquior License
Aet. te recover damage6 on account of defendant having., after
notice had been given forhidding him to seli liquor to ber
husband, done se.

Oui the argument of the appea1 before the Divisionai
Court, only one ground was tîrged, for reversing the judgnîcnt,
Pnd tiiat wa, that tînder tue statute the notice which is re-
(iuîred te be given nîust bc served personally, and that there
was no ev idence from which personal service could be pro-
perly found to have been effected.

We tlînk it i, iinnecessary te determine the question ui
to whether service upon the bar-tender, which was the method
adopted in this case, was siiffieient or net, but assuîng that
Jiersonal service was neressary, we are cf opinion that there


