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The trial Judge had f ull power u4der Rule 1130 to de-
termine the question of costs as lie did. iFendersoit Y.
Bank of Hamilton, 25 0. R1. 641, was a very exeptional case
in whielh the trial Judge himself thozight proper to apply
strietly the old practice where defendant failed to pay into
Court a suffieient s~u.

The appeal will be disinissed, but, in the peeulia~r cir-
etimstances of thic ease, without eosts.

BRITrON. .1., gave reusons ini wnting for the salite con-

CLUTE, .J., concurred.

I)EQMBE{ 28 n.1906.
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RF, 'SINCLA111 AND) TOWN OF OYWEN, 50SL.LD.

Municipal Corporations-L'ocal Optioný Nyt -ItIont
Qual: -Vteof Batepayers-Town Divided îMb Warýds,

-Rihit of Persons Owiing Property in, Differe't 1l'arJs
Io Vote more thau once -Confusiî from~ Colour of Ballot

P apers-Persons Voting Wit&ntt Tighi-IrreguIarities in

Talcing of Tote--Effeet oÎ t -M-un4ci pal Act, sec.
004.

Appteal he William Hcfnry Sinclair, the applieant in the

Clourt, 1elnw. froni an order of a T)ivisional Court (aurti,

460, 12 0. Ti. IL 488), reversing an order prononced I1w
MABEE, J. (aite 239), quashing hy-law number 1172 pased

by the eoi ncil of the towù on l5th January. 1906.

The by-law was enacted under the loeal option provi-
siens8 of Il S. 0. 1897( ch. 245, known as the Liquor License

Act, to prohibit the sale by retail of spiritucus liqniors,

with in the municipality; and on lst January., 1906, before
it was flnally passed by the coniit was submitted for

the approval ofthe electors of the municipality as provided
by sec. 141 of the Act.


