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Code sec. 749. The phrase. "any person who thinks hirnself
aggricved,- was an apt one to include not only the party tu, the
piocx.edings< against whom the decision of the justice had been
giv -n, but n person m ho had sonie direct and special property
;nterest which was advcrsely affccted. hi the justice's order. It
wa:l in fact applicil to various orders which justice were enîpowercd
to, make in furtherance of local goverinient regulatiuiis. This is
exemp-fied bv- the catse of Draper's Co. v. H1'1<ddon, -57 J.P- 200.

The Drapers Comnpany, who were freehiolders of thle roadways
and footwavs of Londlon M'ali Avenue, considered themnselvi-,
"aggieved 'bv a convict ion of a carrà-- for allowing a woo< len cs

to eman o Ui fotwa logertha wa neessrv.The carrier
coiitende<l t lie place wiv, îot a higbiway, ws it was a cul-dé-sar, and
led only f0 liouses belongîng fo the conipanv, who paid the
expense of repairing the- rotuls. a.nd vlaimed thé, right to> put up
a gate. but the carrier dî<l fot appeal, and tlie Q.B. D)ivision h(-ld
that persons whose legal righit. were directlv afTcte<l 1w the de-
cision were flic only persons -aggrîeved ' within sec. 33 of tlie
S.J. Act, 1879, and ent it led to applv for a case fo jiest ion thle
convîctior: Drapers C'o, v. Hadldon, 57 .1.11. 200, 9 T.L.I1. 3M.

It bas been held l'y .Judge ()uselev, of the 'Moose Jaw kSa.mk.)
District Court, in (,'qfr. v. Rlenner, 24 (':u. Cr. C'am. 122, that the
effect <of the words. th( li ir»s cutor or comnpl:inant aLs wefl v~ thle

".edat which are e ii (Cr. (Code, -Pr. 749, iii reference

to he ippal ive toanvjiesonwbotbiks iimelfggrieved''
is to liïnit t li rigbit of appeal froin t he dismissal of an informat ion
in a sunn conviction proCeeding to thle prose< ut<ir or coin-
plainant. And in the sanie ease it was lhcld that it is ground for
quashing an appeýaI under <'r. Codie, sec. 749, frumn the disuiissal
of a summary conviction j)rocec<ing that the appellant bias not
sbewn upon the al--peal that lie is the compl-ginant and so within
the limîitation of C'odc ec 449 as a l)arty wgrieved 1>; the ori.er
of disniissal; thr C'ourt tii wbich the ;ippcal is tk n dcr a notice
of appeal whici does n<)t stal e thle appellant Io lie the, complain-
mit in the procceliiigs lîelow is flot boum!d to look :ît t he informnat ion
t ransrnitfed iunder C r. ('ode, sec. 757, t o ai-crtaiii wlict lier i lie
appellant wn.s sucli coinplainaîît if th lin îformnat ion was ijot puît
in evidence o11 thle appeal.

Whc an information is laid in the naine of an individual de-
sqcrilîixg lirnsetlf as the- agent of a society namcdl, the societY does
not. t hpelî lwconic a parts- t) flie 1)rocee<iiigs, andî it lias ito 1iesa.
staniIi t<) appea! froîîî tho justices' order dismnissiîîg thle vhuaîge.
Thec not ice o, appe.-il nîusi.t ini such case be taken iii t lie nine o>f t lie

camb.-


