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under the Municipal Corporati<nis Act ofz882. By s- 41 Of that Act a person
Mî acting without being qualitled !iable ta a fine not exceeding £5o for each ôi.

s. -eAct provides that- Acr lcin ne h ýt not calleti
iqusinwithin twlemnh fe h lcin st edendtoave

WIFE T 0 been ta ail intents a good and valid election. The defendant, a lady, was elected

*.as a member of the council, no proceedings were taken within the twelve mont')s,
as is. atdadvtdocieocsosasamrbra h anihTeato
as ds to set aside the election, and after the lapse of the twolve months the defendant.
..anid was brought ta recover the penalties for so acting. The Court of Appeal (Lord

and, it Coleridge, C.J., Lord Esher, M.R., and Fry', L.J.), affirming the decision of
ettld. Iay, J., deterniined that s. 41 did not apply to <lections of persons who were
ri-law, absolutely disqualified, but only ta electians which possibly might be gaod,.and

relawn t1ict therefore it would not relieve a disqualified persan from liability ta the

'f con. per. 'y under 5. 41.

ahus. 1'STATUT E-CON ST RUCON OF sTrAruT3-RETROSPECTIVE EFFECT OF STATUTE.

.ie out let re Williains & StePneY (1891), IQ.B. 700, is a case uipon the construction
tained of a statute, in which the point was whether or noi it was retrospective in its
ted to operation. By the Arbitratian Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict., c. 49), s- 2, "a sub-
s held mission, unless a contrary intention is expressed therein, shall be deemed ta in-
ýc dicta clude the provisions set forth in the first sched nie to the ý\ct," one of which ia
h lay "that the costs af the referenca and award shall be in the discretion of the arbi-
linis- trators or umpire," and by s. 25, the Act "shall apply ta any arbitratian coin-
'and menced aiter the commencement of this Act under an agreement or order made

to re- before the commencement af the Act " (i.e., before ist January, 1890). The
'Il not arbitration in this case wvas h*eid after ist January, i890, under an agreement

-f any made before that date, which did lot give power t award costs. The arbitra-

r his (Mathew and Day, JJ.) were of opinion thiat s. 2 did riot appiy ta submissions
ly be jmade before the Act, and that s. 25 merely applied to arbitrations under agree-
dopt, mients made behre the Act, tathose provisions of the Act relating ta the conduct
it ail. Iof an arbitration, but could flot he lield to alter the contract ai parties without
Shus- their consent.
uch a LAN<I)LORD AND TBNANT-FORCIBLE KNTENy-REM VI-G ROOF 0F HOtSE-INJURY BY LANDLORD TO

that rENAN'S tiuRýNiTuRE--TREspAss.

d ta In Jones v. F016Y (1891), 1 Q.13. 730, the plaintiff was tenant to the defendant

C tuai of a cottage, and on the expiration a his tenancy had wrongfully refused ta give

1ence up possession. The defendant was desirous of rebuilding the cottage, and while
,tain the plaintiff was still in. occu~pation the defendant's workmen set to work with-
C [ot out any personal violence ta remove ý,he roof, and in s0 doing portions ai the

roof feil an the plaintifrs furniture and injured it. The action was hrought ta re-
caver damages for the injury to the furniture. The plaintiff had applied ta jus-
tices for a warrant under the provisions af a statute, directed ta a constable ta

-ust give defendant possession after the expiration af twenty-one days froin the date of
tion ï the wirrant. The twenty-one days had nat expired when the proceedings ta ro-
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