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ates the summary convicetion provisions of the Code, and under
the Liquor License Act, all costs, whether of conviction, commit-
ment, or conveying the defendant to prison, are in the discretion
of the convicting Justices; and, therefore, an omission to exercise
that discretion as against the defendant, as to either or all of
those items of costs, is no objection to a conviction otherwise
valid.

The objection as to imprisonment at hard labour in default of
payment is answered by what I have already said, and by the
express language of sec. 72 of the Liquor License Act, and by
8 Edw. VII. ch. 33, sec. 1, sub-sec. 2, which amends sec. 7 of the
Interpretation Aect, by adding: ‘“Where power to impose im-
prisonment is conferred by any Act it shall authorise the impos-
ing of imprisonment with hard labour.’’

The motion is, therefore, dismissed. with costs.
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