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egister a plan of subdivision, enabled him to go to the
nty or District Court Judge. That the council is considered
,he Legisiature as representing on1e of two interested par-

is shewu by the provision that notice of the application is
,e given to the council. The position, then, is rather an-
ous to the case of an appeal to the Court of Appeal from,
idge in Court "by consent or by leave of the Court of Ap-
," ini certain cases: 4 Edw. VII. eh. 11, sec. 2. When a
~y dlesired to appeal direct to the Court of Appeal, he might
Iy ta the opposite party for a consent, and, if that consent
refused, it neyer was thouglit that lie was concluded by the

sai, and an application could not be made to the Court.
re was, indeed, no0 necessity to ask the other side for a con-

;but, not infrequcntly, the application was mnade to the.
rt of Appeal in the first instance. The case we are con-
ring is quite analogous. If the other party intcrested con-
a, the plan can bie registered-but, if not, an order must lie
le by the Court. That may follow a refusal by the council,
>e without an application to the council at ail, but the order

flot -be made without notice to the council, In the one
Sa party may appeal direct if (a) the other party con-

s or (1) the Court so decides-in the other case, the party
register his plan if (a) the other party consents or (b)

Court so decides.
am an ot forgef fui of the maxim "Nothini is more- danger-

than analogy." The same resuit follows from a considera-
of the abject of the statute. This is s0 obvions that 1 do

further pursue the înquiry.
I'hiia conclusion is not at ail opposed to what is said in lRe
ison and College of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario,
627....

Appeal allowed witk costs in
this Court and beMow.


