
VYOR FOIK v. I?0BRT.

SIYPPERLAN, J.OCTORER 17TU, 1911.

NORFOLK v.ROBERTS.

Muniçip( or*por*ationls- atcrworks .ý,,-hourd-( o'f WI 'm

Aetioln 1)*y a ratepay' er of the tôwl) or Brillnptoil. on lwhalf of
hiltiseif anid ail ratepay* ers and consumiers of water il, thp town,
ixctvpt the dervendants, for- a dcatinthat the resolutions, by-
laws, aind reguIlamt'lins of the Board of WaIter ('omîuitissioners in
Bramý11ptonl wreinvalid inl IaW, and for a ilnandatory' order to the
Board to enforce paymnent of anilu rate front ail colisumlers.

B. P. Justin, *K.C., for. the plaintiff.
E. D. Armour, K.C.. for. th(- defeidanits the trse~of the

Dil>le estate.
T. j. Blin, for the ruilailling defenldants, exeep,]t Boulter.
'l'le derfnantf B3oulteýr in person.

~SUIIRLADJ. (ate tating th(' laturd. of the. action'
Tui or abouit the y ear 1881, the Corporation of thje Towvn o!
B3rampiltitstbise thereýiM a ',te * h O af wok deýriving-
their supply front a swa Il lake abolit flve miles fromi the to\\ i
see 41 Viet. ch. 26 (O.)

Whilv the staituteý auithorised and -onltelaktedl the election
ofromainr to mnanage the watterworks system,. no such
coiiinissioniera were eleeted, but the waterworks s ystemI e.tab-
Iislhed was inanagedI bY a -onmmittee of the municipal Counicil,

The (eornmiittee apparently' flxed a qcedufile o! water rates to
bep charged and levied against usera of water in the town, It
does not, I think, appear very* deflnitelY in the evidencee what
these rates were before the !)th S--eptember, 1901. On that date,
byv-law No. 250 of the municipal counicil %vas passed. and contalins
the follow-ing 'sections:

"1. That wýater be aupplied for house, bath, and Iawn l'or the
aumn of $12 per anhlum, payable quarter in advance.

"2. That ail Cther y-w8inconsistent with this by-law be
and the saine are hereby repealed.

-"3. 'This by-law shall take effect fromn and immuediately after
the paasixig thiereof."ý

This by-law continued in force until the 30th September,1903, when another y-aNo. 272, was passed and came into,


