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The court agreed unanimously to answering the third 
fourth questions in the negative, 
sixth and seventh

and
The first, second, fifth, 

were answered negatively by Judges
j7"p’ Sei'?e",ick and Ki“«- Chief Justice Strong and 
Judge Fournier answered them affirmatively, ro that the 
negative judgment is by a vote of three to two.

At the same time the court

:r; *•O a Local Opt,on by-law passed by the township of South 
Norwieh. This prohibitory by-law had been enaeted'b, 
the municipality under authority confoned by the Ontario 
Legislature. In this case the Local Option by-law was 
sustained, this decision being practically the opposite of 
the decision given by the 
question submitted.

court in reply to the 7th

, contradiction is to be found in
he fact that the live judges who acted in the South 

Norwich case are not the live judge, who answered the 
que,t,o„,. There are six judge, in the Supreme Court. 
The judgment sustaining Local Option was also „ judgment

same

The explanation of this

l
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