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consolidation of 1891, 54 Viot. ch. 55, sec. 132, and have not ap-
peared ln any of the subsequent consolidations.

I do not think that the dropping of these words lias altered
the effeet of the provision, as without such words a similar section
of the Engliali Publie Ilealth Act, 38 & S9 V iet. ch. 55, sec. 17î4 ,
has been held in Young v. Corporation of Leamington, 8 Q.B. D.
579, 8 App. Cas. 517, to be imperative and not directory.

As the appeal mnust be allowed upoll this ground, it la unneces-~
sary to, consider the objection raised tg the juriediction of the
County Court.

The conducit of the defendants haÊ been unmeritorious,
They miayý bc well left to bear their owr costs throughout.

Appeail a.llowed without costs, and action disiîssed witliout

RE GILES AN»,; TowN 0F ALMONTE-NMEREMTU-, C.J.C.P.-
AVRIL 21.

Muncipl (orporatîon8 - Local Option Býy-law - V7oig-
Form of Býallot -De part ure from Statute.] -Moton by Williami
hiles to quiAa a by-law of the town prohbitig thu sale byv retail

in the town of spirituoum, ferymted, and othevr iinanuifadured
liquors, on Ithe groundl tha thje form of ballot uased in voting iipon
the b-aswas not that presýcribed by thie statte of 1908. Illd,
that theprse wish o! thie votera oughlt flot to be defeatel liv
the clerk's mistatke in departing,, frora the worcls o! the( statutory
fori, whiere it la not shewn thiat the departuirp co Rue ny on.
and so prevented thie will o! the votera frein bcing imaifested;
thiat the circuisitancies brought the case withini the gaige (if th.
Titerpirefttion Act' î Ed:(w. VIT. ch. 2, se. 7 (35);: and. while, il
le a imatter of 'great regret that a muiipl officeri should deIpart
f rom the plIaini directions or a atatuite, the by* -law slhould not ie
quaahled. Motion dismnised without cots. J. Haverson, K.c 'for the appIlicant. W. E. Raney, K.C., and .1. H1ales, for the re-

WÀýDDiL\TON v. HuBRTN-IÎINLCOURT-AýPIUL 2?.

Principal and Aglent-Agýent'.8 oomi~ito Sale of Land--
Quatu.]Anappeail by the dlefendlants; from thev judfgmnent of
IOIC.in fa1vourl of the plaintfftý for the rccover, o! $ 1,237.540


