
CITY OP GUJELPH v. JULEe MOTOM CO.

The saie evidence in this caue is that in an hotel which wus
onice, but 15 flot now, licensed to seli iltoxieating liquor there
is a bar, and on the bar a beer pump which pumps Local Option
beer, and "ail applianees" and "signs," consisting of calen-
dara and advertising matter, that had decorated the bar and
premises whien the hotel had a license. The hotel stili retained
its naine. The sign "Licensed to Seil" etc. was removed.

It is essential, to constitute an offence, that what is donc
shoufld "induce aq beief that" (a) premises in fact unlicensed
are licensed, or (b) that liquor-.e., intoxicating liquor-is
"sold or are hri.

It is not J'or mne to speculate why the Legisiature shouid inake
il penal to haea bar so, equipped as to Îndue a "reasonable
beijef"- on the part of the thirsty wayfarer that he eouid therein
obtain a beverage which inight intoxicate, when there 15 in fact
nothing to be bad but beer containing "leqs thann two and a
hall' per cent. of proof spirits;" it înay well be, that the lack of
the desired pecnaecan oniy be discerned by a trained and
meýnsitive p)alate, and the average man seeking intoxication re-
qirvs protection fromu such, innocuouis beverages; or the desire
miay be to p)rotee(t the iicensed bouise, whoscecustomers are beÎng
deluded(ýt byN this hioilowv mockrry into the, belief that they are in
aý genine bar. lie thiat ais it inaa'y, it, seemas ciear that there must be
more thanii that wi wuneessary aind proper for the sale of Local
Option beer, before ani offence is committed; some exihibition of
b)otties and casks such as usually contain real "Liquor," or
soiner such di*slay, of suggestive advertising matter as would
ieýad a reasonable mni to the belief that in this unficensed place
iiquor was sold. Mere "calendars and one thing or another" is
not enough-1. 'l'le botties, nlot only were net displayed, but were
ini the ceiar, relies of a departed giory; and the "puînp" might
indjicate the innocent "Local Option beer."

The motion Rhould be, granted with costg.
The imagistrate should be protected.
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Pr,.cipal and Siirely,-Gtuarantee Bond-Construction of A grec-
sac 1-Termination of Orant-Effect of-Varîance of Con-
tract Io Prejudice of Sitret-Meaning of 'Adjudgcd.'

Action by the City of Guelph against the United States
Fidelity Co., as guarantors on a bond for $4,000 for security


