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-\i e (i in tettion IcI suhîn it al local option
ho Iw to Ille votes (if the township elertai S %'as

Il in Proper forin and fo~r t he rei ui si c nu ta-
)I* limes i Il palier publislied in an incor-

poi cîed village, the liounds% of which did flot
ar tcc.îIlv touch, though îhey carne close to those
of <lie township in question. This paper was
thr ncai est palier, it haci a large circulation ini
thec town-hili, andI was thctt in which the town-
shîip couticil had been in the habit of publi.shitng
tlieir notices and by-laws. N o paper %vas pub-
lisie<l in the adjoiniog înunicipality.

fille of the polling places %vas described
îco' nl as ein ator ne.t" a certatin village.

<Il-s shown tlîat mis village %vas a very sniall
oilv, and that the description was the saie as
that Iised in the lîy-laws appointing the places
foi holuing muonicipal electicrns. lit was also
show<n that the poil %vas helt4 in - place close te
tlat in which the poil had been held in the
nt'xt piecedinx municipal election, that place

i itself having been destroyeçl.
Another pollig place was specilically de-

scrthed by place, loýt, and concession, but there
was an error in the nuinher of the concession.

It twas shown that ai the proceedings had
been taken in good faith andi that no one had
been misîsci b>' an>' of these itform 'ci.j

:1>. left to the jury as te W.'s liab;Ility.1" The
motion for judgment vins refuseci.

fiIei4 affrrning the jucignent of the Supreine
Court of Newi Brunswick, that the evidence
showcd that W. ont>' itendeci te become in-
dorser of the notes, andI there was no evidence
te go te the iury or his intention to ho a miaker.
The nonsuit was r;ght, therefore, andI should
be inaintainiec.

A ppeal clisimissed with coits.
/iVî,r<', Q. C., for appellants.

Iadly No',tes ef Cailadian Cases.

Ik/ld, therefore, rever-iing the judgment of
SiR THÔMtAS GAL'r, C.]., that the court might,
la the exercise of its discretionary powier so te
do, refuse te quash the by-law in question.

71.rfor-tlie appel lan t.
Dulleinet for the respondents.

VIL.LAGE. OF BR[GH'TON v., AUSTON.

'l'le plaintiffs agreecl to give te defendants a
bonus mf$î oin five ettial conseclitive atinual
îitalinents of $200 cach, n ciosideration of their
establishiic,~ a factoîy andI %viking it for ten
vea, s. The agrc'emieiit pruividecl tl'at the an-
nual paynients were tri mease if the defendants
Ceased ;o carry on butitiess within fie years,
but tîtere ivas nlotiîiii ili le agre tient as to
cesser after tliat time. 'l'le defendants carrieci
on bubiness for six vears, obtained the full
anmount cîf the bonus, and then closed their fac-
tory. 1 t %ias ;,dniitted that no specific daniages
could be proved.

i/ec', that the plaintiffs ivere net entitled to
repaynient of four-tentlhs of the bonus as upon
a failuie of consideration, but that the), wvere
entitled te nominal damiages at least, andI,
under the circurnstances, te the cost-, of the
action.

judgilent Of SIR THOMStÂ GAt T C.].,
aftirined, M ACýLI.NZNAN, J.A., dissenting.

If' R. RUVddd/ for the appellants.
J. S. I"u//le,,o, Q C., and x. F. 110l»a'i for

the respondents.

?,ktN . -Cri,%, tiF ToxoN ro.

A general by-law niay be passeci providing
the rnîans of ascertaining and deterning
what teal property iiill be immcidiately bene-
fiteci hy an>' pioposed work or a<,sessmnt, the
whole cost of which is te be assesseci upon that
property, but such a general by-lavi is net suf-
ficient in the case of local iimprovernerts or con-
struction of bridges, the wiole cost cf which the
council deeni it inequitable te raise by local
special aisss1nent,

jucigment Of STRLETc~, J., 2a O.R. Ç47,
affirced.

377


