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to S. & Co., creditors, to corne ini and execute the de.ed, it appearing that they
hâd remained passive, and that they had not a(? d in a hostile manner. and
that no prejudice could a.-nse from sucb permission, But

HéId, that as the delay was deliberate the permission sought should only
be given on payment of co- which, for the purpose, were fixee. at $5.

Vproptnlce of 1ReW ]Bruniowtch.

SUPREME COURT.

Forbes. J.,J
At trial, fMILLER V. MCPHERSON. [Oct. 26.

Trover-A gree/nent for .rale-ReegùP-a f/on.

The defendant took from one C. W. a chattel mortgage on a number of
articles, including a wagon, which C. W. obtained from the plaintiff undcî'
the fnllowing agreemlent:

1 reside at Fredericton, in the County of York, and 1 hereby agree witb
Eberi Miller & Co. . . that the title, ownership and right ta posses-
sion of the 3-spriflg butcher express wagon, for which 1 have this day given
themn my promissoî'y note numibered 13, shahl remain in the said Eben
Miller & Co. unitil the said promissory note and any renewal or renewais
thereof are fully paid.

I)ated 4th August, A.Dl. 1896. (Sgd.) u.W.
And afte-wards seized and sold the property, including the wagon.

fIdcd, in an action of trover that the agreenment was flot one requiring
registration under the Buis of Sale Act, there being no transfer of praperty
frain the plaintiff to C. W.

Oswvald S. Grocket, for plaintiff. G. E. Du.fy, for defendant.

Full i3ench.] Ex PARTE HaEERr. [Nov. 6, 1897.

Liuor License A ct--Discre/jon of îhe Board of Co'nnùsirners.
On. application for a license under the Liquor License Act of 1896, the

Board of Comrvission-.rs of their own motion took objection to the
granting of a license to the applicant on the ground that he had previotusly
sold liquar without lîcense, and notitied bim t" appear and answer the
objection. At the time fixed for the hearing the applicant appeared,
but the B3oard declining to hear him in answer to the objections thus raised,
refused ta grant the certificate for a license on the ground that the notice pub.
lish,ýd by the inspector designating the premises of the applicant did not
describe themn with sufficient certainty, and directed himi to inake a new
application.


