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Jiadge he would be deprived of his right of appeal. 1 think a

statute ought flot toi he so construed unless the language of the
leialature elearly requires that mneaning to be given to it.

When the emphasis that was given by two of the Judges of

the Court of Appeal in the Nottawasaga case to the negative
form in which the s(ection there under considerat ion was cast is

regnrdled-that it -,as a prohibitory section-I think 1 arn not

pr.vented by that dleeision from holding the provisions of sec.
48 of the Municipal Drainage Act to be directory only.

The. motion rnust be refused with costs.

[ Leave ta appeal from this decision was granted by RIDDELL,

J.. on the Ist eem r:see ante 305.1
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BROOM v. GODWIN.

Cé)tiiplý of Court-B reach of Injunction-Setiement-Condi-
tîionp not Ffied-ointo Commit-Delay in Moving-

Motion b>' the plaintiff t commit the defendants; for con-

toeP.Bt of Court In inot obe(ying an injunction order.

The plaintiff in person.
J1. T. Loftus, for the defendants.

Boyi», C.: -Ilivinig read the affidavits of I3room and wife,

Multtvey, and Sinclair, and the opposing affidavits of Godwin and
Edmiandson, 1I tinkl it is verýy clear that the ternis contained in

the letter signed by Broomi and dated the 2lst October, 1910, as
to b.xing ailowedl to rernove his goods that night or next day,
were Dot eoirplied with, and that he is bound by the tenus of that
týo al>Xtii frOml ma1king compi)llainit of what happened before.

Byv au injurctinl granted on the 30th June, 1910, the de-

fondtant and his wife were enjoined from interfcring with the

righta of the plaintiff lu respect to the apartments occupied b>'
him, No. 24 Duinda,,s street, otherwise than by proper and legal
procdutre in a Court of law, tîlI the action should be tried and

dilxoned of.
Er numerous affidavits ffled b>' the plaintiff it appears that


