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UNITED STATES v. DUBE.

District Court, D. Connecticut. December 5, 1889.

OLEOMARGARINE—RETAILING WITHOUT LICENSE.

A person having a license to carry on the business of a retail dealer in oleomargarine in the town
of W., which does not specify the street or number at which the business is to be carried on,
and who has paid the tax, and who peddles oleomargarine, at retail, from a wagon, through the
streets, is not carrying on the business of a retail dealer, without having paid the special tax.

Indictment for Carrying on the Business of a Retail Dealer in Oleomargarine without a License.

Geo. G. Sill, U. S. Atty.

Webster & O'Neill, for defendant.

SHIPMAN, J. The accused is charged with carrying on the business of a retail dealer
in oleomargarine, on July 18, 1888, without having paid the special tax therefor, as re-
quired by the statute. It appears from the pleadings and the admissions in the case that
the defendant had a license to carry on the business of a retail dealer in oleomargarine
in the town of Waterbury from May 1, 1888, to April 30, 1889, and paid the special tax
of $48 on May 5, 1888; that said license did not specify the street or number where the
business was to be carried on; and that the defendant peddled, from a wagon through
the streets of Waterbury, oleomargarine at retail, under said license. These being the only
facts in the case, it does not appear that the defendant is carrying on the business of a
retail dealer without having paid the special tax. What the legal result would have been
if he had registered with the collector the street and number in which he was to do busi-
ness, or if the license had specified the particular place in Waterbury where he was to
carry on his sales, it is not necessary to determine. The facts are insufficient to constitute

the offense as charged.
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