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!o.î the certi1icate, The meinlber subsequently narried, when lie informed his
%sife that ho wruld have the certificats changod, as hoe intended it fur hier, giv.
in b ler the certificate, which se. deposited in a trunk used by both in coi

*mon,
MîId, that this %vas net sufficient to displacs the ternis of the contract as
fi-iie.çted on the face of the certifieate - and fürther, so fiai, au the mother was

concerned, she was atnply protei'ted, 53 Vict., c. 39, s. 5 (0.), which applied te
the certificate in question, creuting a trust in lier favour.

Ciie, Q.C., andJoui Williains for plaintiffl
ti W 1, XoadhruA for the defendan te.

* l~flE, 31[Ian. 20

* ~~ALXANDER~ V. CO1IP0RATION Ole TrHE VILLAGEc;i OF HUNTSVILLE.

* ~.111illicl corIrtWins/1- 0 eemiotllg l /ild/ Rj'/d Io repea/.

e\ by-law passed under s. 366 of R.SO., c. 184, which authorized the
exemption of a mianufacturing establishment for a peo of net longer than
ten years, exeniptedt the lands, etc., used ini the applkcant's business fur a period
of ten vears fromn the di.te at which the by.law came into effect.

Hddki that the by-law was valid ; that the words " manufarturing estab-
lisiiiment" included laiid and everything necesgary for the purpose of the
business and that the period of exemption was within the tiinie limited by the
stitute ;anti also thRt, during such limited time, and in the absence of any acts
on the part of the persons in whose faveur the by-law was ;îassed justifying
the repeal thereof, the repeal %%ould be illegal.

A ground relied on for the repeal of the by-law wats that Uic applicant had
erected more than two dwvelling-houe oit the exempted lands, whereby. under
the termis of the by-law, the exemption <rcased, This was donc through over-
sight, and, on Uic applicant's attention bcing caUled thereto, and on his under-
taking te pay taxes thereon, a by-hiw was passed agreeing thereto, and validat-
ing the original by.Iawv but, through inadvertence, this by-law was net
sealed. The dwellings were subsequently assesred, and the taxes paid on
t hemn.

11eld, that the corporation, by their acts and conduct, were precluded froem
now setting this tiF as a breach of tie hy-law.

A further ground of appeal was the erection of electric Iight poles and eup-
plying electric light, but, under the circuînstances set out in the case, thîs was
also overruled,

IV Pi. 1fredilli, Q.C., and j, B. C'larke, Q.C., for the applicant.
A. E. h'1odgins, cohfra,

MACNIAHON, jj MAGA ?' OPRTO FWNSPFeb.

4ùu'ictjPal for conarfruchicm of seèwr-Power Mo pue on
nidec., Io /aen the .or-k=-Consltru, lion of coniraci and io(.fcaiotie,

A contract for the construction of a sewer, between tic corporation of the
town and the plaintiff, provided for has construction within a Iiimited time, but


