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petition whicha were 'lot coufltQ(, as it had not been made

clear to hum that the'Y li;i a right to bi, sîined, a number of

insan es urred h e i sain,- personi signed twice, and

the duplicates of thiese signatures were properly rejected.

Twoi naliies were signed, not by the proprictors theinselves,

buit by others foýr tem, and it was îîot Alwi-n that the parties

whio signed,, liad any authority to signi. Tiiese signatures

also were properly rejected. The City ùlerk also rejected the

igattires of two, whose naines do not appear among the

nîïsof barbers in the city directory,; evidently he was not

se ~idthat they bad any right to sign. In stili another

îintauce, the foreman of the shop, in the absence and without

thie knowledge or authority of tlie proprîetor, Iine iis own

iniie as foreman of the shoI), but withiout even loction-

iiig tuie naine of the proprietor. In this case it wscontended

oui 11w argument that the signiig slionld hav ben allowed.

The onilv evidence, liowever, fio 0upo w contenltlinis .1u

alid(laxît nmade by tlie propietr cr ni on -November 21st,

112-nonths after thecjn pasing1, of the bv-law, and about two

l4ee(ks after these proceedings were begn-that 1w wa4 absent

et the tiîne flie petition was igne by his foreiliail, and that

1w 15 in favouir o! tise objeets skdfor U1i the potitionl and

rat ifies thie actio1n of the foreman i ii signiiing- thie petîition). This

signvatuire wais properly rejected in the couîîit nuade( by' the ct

Clork.
My view is, that noue or the signatures rejeCte(l ini tue

Count were entitled to be allowed.

This leaves to be deait with the 273 naines, counited by the

cit clr s('in(, o! perSonsý (.11titlied to sign1

The propriety o! the nî11bo r fote o of arriviug at

tue~ nuie1o111i0osii h it-ta is, by the uise o!
thle, c1111ity 0ie t r 'ayw l e 1 eIo . W hile I. do not

now pass îîpon the, qu 1in am not te, b> taken as approy-

ing o! that pr-cedure1-.

The actuel iiîuîubler îniight have been ascertained by sortie

more accurfit niethod.

But assumning the( correct number lo. be 363, as stated by

the City clerk's report (aiid it is iio-t iiw Afhrinatively tbat

there wvere not then mor,, than 363), it was niecessary tbat at

least 273 should siga un order to give auilîority to pass tbe

by-law; if even one of the 273 was irnproperly allowed, t'hen

the petition feul short o! lîaving the reqaired number of


