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—

DRA
KE, J.]
COCHRANE 7. JONES.

Small Debts Court——Commz’/ment——Prolzz'&z‘tion.
o prohibit the magistrate

This was a motion to make absolute a rule nisi t
defendant for refusal to

:t::fr': tht? Small' Debts Court from committing
ertain (uestions.
that fhled, that prohibition can only be grante . .
Unsatisfamaglstrate was quite within his powers in commit
G ctory answers given by defendant.
regory, for plaintiff.
Hel”ltken, Q.C., for defendant.

d for excess of jurisdiction, and
ting for general

D
AVIE, C. ] [July 25.

ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF CANADA 7. VICTORIA.
Injunction—Bridge over navigable walers.

his was an application for an injunction to restrain the City

builg; .
d;g a bridge over navigable waters.
eld, 1. That it was not necessary to show that the Attorney-General had

ta .
ke:.tl']lflsl aC‘tion with the approval otj the Goverqor.-in-Council. o
ernment fat 1t was necessary to obta1r3 the permission of the Dominion Gov-
Boa'u?r the construction of the bridge.
ell, for plaintiff.
Zaylor and Mason, for defendant.

Council from

Mc
CrElGHT, J., BoLg, Loc. J.] [August 16.

PAiSLEY v. CORPORATION OF CHILLIWACK.

Municipal contract—Seal.
The cage ! from the judgr‘nent of Judge Spi.nk.s.
Was nop. “{as tried at the C'ounty Court holden at Chilliwack, and the plamtlﬂ'
an a“ege:{ulted' One, Enms, had done some work for the respondents under
Order op hcontract, which was not under seal, and had given the appellant an
Tom the the fe§P0{ldents for payment of the monies al.le.ged. to bf’ due to him
' anoth municipality. ‘Subsequently, however, the municipality paid the money
Hel:'r person. Paisley then brought the action.
82ipn the ’N:hat fhe contract must be under seal, and that th
Rw, g, uncipality Act of 1892, is imperative, not directory.
oGy Co.v. Riche, LR, 7 H.L. 653.
Hnd’ for appellant.
enderson, for respondents.

This was an appeal by the plaintiff

e language of sec.
See Ashbury



