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Eil’ly Notes of Canadian Cases. 5. The words “mechanical operations,” in

ss, 8, of 5. 570, of the Municipal Act must not

. be read in their widest sense; the provisions
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of the sub-section, requiring a two-thirds
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NECEN' S DENCRH LIrvision.

ing followed in their application the notice
given by the council under s. 572 to intending
[Feb. 27 | applicants, should not be prejudiced because
Jn r¢ ROBERTSON AND TOWNSHIP OF NORTH' that notice was incorrect; the council must be

Street, J.]

EASTHOPE. held to their own no‘tice. ‘
o . , 7. The allowance in the engineer’s report of
Muniipal corporation—Drainage by-law—- | 4 lump sum as “chargeable to municipality
Municipal Act, 1883, s5. 570, et seg.—

s h for roads” was sufficiently definite, there being
Majority of land owners — “Mechanical | only one municipality concerned. Re Essex
operations” — Notice — Allowance of lump | aud Rochester, 42 U. C. R, 523, distinguished.
sum for roads—Duties of engineer. 8. The engineer, having himself made an
Upon a motion to quash a by-law providing inspection of each lot, and estimated h?w
for the assessment of certain owners of land | Much each would be benefited by the drain,
for the cost of drainage work for the henefit of | Might properly delegate to an assistant the
their land, under ss. 570 e/ seg. of the Munici- | duty of making a calculation upon the basis
pal Act, 1883 ;— established by him. .

Held, 1. That the petition of land-owners | £ Q.C.,and /. £ Harding, for the appli-
for such by-law should include a majority of | S@nts. ) ,
all the persons whom the engineer finds to be | /@ngton, Q.C., for the township.
benefited by the proposed work.

Re Romnney and Mersea, 11 A, R, 712, and .
Re Dover and Chatham, 12 S. C. R. 321, fol- | Armour, J.] [Aug. 11, 1887,
lowed, BOYD . SULLIVAN.

2. That the engineer is at liberty to leave

out of his scheme portions of the land men- Contract~Goods not all deliverable at once—
tioned in the petition, and the calculation as Payment—When due—Refusal to pay Jor
- 10 the necessary majority should be made | 27t delivercd—Refusal todeliver remainder.
without considering the owners of such land,
3. That a petitioning land-owner has the
Hight to withdraw his lands from the scheme
re action has been taken under the engi-
Heer's report, and that if he does so he should

Plaintiff and defendant entered into the fol-
lowing contract :—

“To G, M. B. (plaintiff): Please deliver me, -
at Port Arthur, five head good steers on first
*City* up (first trip up to Port Arthur of boat




