REPORTS AND NOTES OF CASES. 728

signatures on the one potition not thus mutilated. These latter

signatures were not thcmselves sufSciently numerous.

Held; following Re Williume and Brampton, 17 O.L.R. 898,
that the document presented to the council was not such & peti-
tion as the Act requires, and that an injunection should issue on
the application of an owner of a licensed hotel to prevent the
reeve and councillors from submitting a by-law to the electors as
prayed for. Little v. McCartney, 18 M.R. 328, distingnished.

And -ews, K.C., and Burbidgs, for applicant. Taylor, K.C.,
for the vouneil. .

Metealfe, d.) Harce v. RATHWELL, [Oect. 28.

Liguor License Act—ZLocal oplion—-FPetition to council for sub- .

mission of by-law, using petition of previous year not then
acted upon—Injunction to prevent.

A petition to the eouncil of & municipality {0 submit to the
vc.e of the electors a local option by-liw under s. 62 of the
Liquor License Act, R.S.M. 1902, 88 re-enacted by 9 Edw. VIL
e. 31, 8. 2, flled with the clerk in one calendar year, with the
intention that it should be actad ur . i that year, put not so
acted upon, cannot be treated &s a valid petition for the submis-
sion of such & by-law in any subsequent calendar year, especially

in a case where a portion of the territory of the municipality in °

which some of the petitioners resided has, in the meantime, been
incorporated into a separate village; and in snch a case an injune-
tion should, on the application of an owner of s licensed hotel,
issue to prevent the counmecil from proceeding to submit such
by-law,

Andrews, K.C., and Burbidge, for applicant. Tayler, K.C,,
for the counail.

Province of British Columbia.

SUPREME COURT.

Full Court.] : : [Oect, 30.
Barnes v, Brimsg Corvmsia Correr Co.

Master and 3srvmt=—Davigsrous works—Knowledge of—8truc-
tural defects—Risk voluntardy incurred- -Negligence—Con-
tributory negligence.

The plaintiff, whilst engaged as a switchman on the defen-
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