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signlatures on the one petition not thus mutilated. These latter
signatures were iiot themselves suiffciently numerous.

Hekld folllo'wing R~e Wil,71"4 and Brampf'", 17 -O.L.R. 398,
thst the document preaented te the council waa »ot auh a peti-
tian as the Act requires, and that an injunetion ehould issue on
the application of =- owner of a licensed hôtel to prevent the
reeve and councillors from mubmitting a by-law ta the electors as
prayed for. Little v. Mfflartney, 18 M.R. 323, distinguished.

Andews, K.C., and Burbidge, for applicant. Taylor, K.C.,
for the '3ouncil.

Metcalfe, J.] RAMIH V. RATHWELL. [Oct. 29.
Liquor Lice-use Act-LocalZ optiot&-P-titioit to counii jor sub-

mission of by-law, uising petition of previaus year not thon
aeiied upoii--Injunction to pre-ven#.

A petition ta the council of a municivality ta subit ta the
vc ýe of the electors a local option by-h..w under o. 62 of the
Liquor License Act, R.S.M. 1902, as re-enacted by 9 Edw. VII.
o. 31, s. 2, flled with the clerk in one calendar year, with the
intention that it should b. acted ur .. li that year, ;)ut n-at so
acted upon, cannot b. treated as a valid petition for the subinis-
sion of suoli a by-law In any subsequeut calendar year, especially
in a case where a portion of the territory of the municipality ini
which sanie of the petitianers resided fias, in the meantime, been
incorporated inta a separate, village; and in snch a cms an injurie-
tion should, on the application of an owner of a licensed hotel,
issue to preveiit the council frani prooeeding ta, submit such
by-law.

Aiidrews, R.C., and Burbidge, for appicant. Taylor, KOC.,
for the council.

P~rovince of mrttb Columbia.

SUPREME COURT.

F'ull Court.] [Oct. 30.
BÂAz*ES V. BRITISH COwLUMI COPPRa Ca-

Master and servant-Dangeraus uork8-Knoxoledgti of-t ruao-
tural de-f ets-Ri1c valuntarily incitrred- -Neoligenoe--Co#i-
tributorij %egligene.

-~~ The plai ntiff, whilst engaged as a switchmaxi on the defen-

à.


