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Gregory, J.] EDMONDS V. LLuMON»B. [March 8.
Divorce and ae aration-A cts of crueUiy-E vidence.

RoUI, that the cruelty iiharged in a suit for divorce in British
Columb~ia muet be such as would cause danger to life, limb or
health, ur a reasonable apprehension of it.

Russell v. Russell, (1895] P. 315, and Tomplcins v. Tompkins
(18M8), 1 Sw. & Tt. 108, foUlowee.

2. In a suit for di vorce on the ground of adultery, corrobora-
tion of the fact will be required in addition to proof of an admis-
sion of adultery made by the defendant unless the adnission is
ent.irely free from suspicion.

Maclecsn, R.C., for petitioner. No one for the respoudent.
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MAHONET v. LEscziNsxi. [March 9.

Intozicaing liquor-S cdc during prohîbiktd hours-Serving two
peroni ai same tiî.ne--Separate sales.

Where a b&r-tender of a licenme, permitted to Bell intoxicating
liquors, sold, during prohibited hours, two separate orders for
intoicating liquors to two individuails both present at the same
time and place, eauh mani paying for the liquor furnished him,
this constitutes two separate and distinct violations o4 the
8askatchewan liquor license law, a.nd the holder of the license im
fiable to two eparate penalties.

ÂpoMhemriea' Co. v. Jones, [1893] 1 Q.BD. 89, and R. v. Scott,
33 L.J.M.C.15, distinguished.

A. Roc, for appeltant, inform~ant. J. F. Bryant, for re-
spondent.
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