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These suits were'intrusted to, him on the part of the
-Crown, and were conducted with diligence and success.

He was of couilsel'for the Crown in the case of the
Attorney-General vs. Sherman Smith Halliday, 26 U. C.

Q. B. ReP. 397, which- deserves mention. I t was an
UUinformation filed by the Attorney-General against the

defendant, who was a distiller carrying, on business in
Maitland, in the- Courity of Grenville. He had gained a
wide celebrity in that county, for his hospitality, and -
because of his large business, which brought money to

the farmers, who - sold grain to him for his distillery
business. He was affluent; but in soffie'way the
Revenue Department were not satisfied that he made
correct returns to them of all the whiske which he

diýtilled. -On investigation, they ascertained that it was
more than probable there were upwards of 2,ow- gallom
short in his returns tlië-'duty en which if paid into the
treasury, would. have amouffted, to, a large sum-; which
large sum theý hâd not reccived. The suit for penalties
and dutv was, triied at Toronko, in 1847, and resulted in a
verdict- for the Crown for $47,999.oo, being the duty on

6o8 gallons of i-nanufactured whiskey not returned.
J. H. Cameron,, Q. C., inoîved à rule nisi in term to se

aÉidé the-ýerdict on many grounds. G-alt,.Q. C., Anderson
and Robert A., Harrison shewed cause. S. Richards,
Q. C.) . supported the rule.

The case was very hotly contested. Mr. Halliday held-
a prominent position iri the county, and if it_ýàhould be

decided against hirg, his reputation would be injuied, -and
his future prospects blasted, on account of crookedne" pf

dealing. Chief- justice Draper-ýgave the judgment of the
Èourt of Queen's Bench, ý'îand discharged the, i-ule. The

principal question decided was ýn the onus of proo£ The
Crown proving that the defendant had sold to customééý

more than ht re-turned, was. it forthe Crown to prove-thé

ýquantity manufacturedy or was it for the defendent to
establish that-heýhad paid d'ty on all manufactured by

,him. It was held: (i) That the defendapt was liable to


