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Vision, requiring publication for at lesst one
Wonth in some newspaper in the locality.

Here the objection is that as to two out of

ree of the looal newspapers, the notice only
Sppeared three times, instead of four.

I think we are bound to hold that the notice
to the public is to be governed by the provisions
O the Municipal Act.

The Municipal Loan Fund Act (16 Vie. ch.
22), and egein Con. Stat.Can.ch. 88. provides for

e passing of by-laws for aid to railroads and
Other public objects, after & month’s notice and
Publication **in some newspaper,” &o.; and for-
mal provisions are introduced for sscertaining the
2sent or refusal of the ratepayers by the votes
f those present at appointed meetings, snd
8iving power to demand s poll; and the ms-
Jority of votes polled is to be certified, &o.

In some places the words are, ‘‘ the qualified
Ranicipal electors, or such of them as choose to
Mtend the meeting shsll take the by-law into
Sougideration, and approve or disspprove of the
%ame’: geo. 18, ch. ¥3: 1859.

In Boulton v. Corporation of Psterborough (16
U.(..Q.B.380) the by-Iaw was submitted to & public
Meeting of the electors: it was oarried, and no
Poll demanded.

The objection was taken that the consent of
the majority of the electors was not obtained.
¢ point does not seem to be much argued.

. Bir J.B.Robinson says, ** The first of the objeo-
ong is, that the t of the ratepayers had
U0t been obtained. # %  # By this we
Snderstand to be myeant that the elestors were
3ot polled ; but that could not be nesessary un-
losg some one objected and & poll was demanded.
t is declared that the by-law was unanimously
pproved of by those present; and there is no
vidence to the contrary.,” The ease cited of

Wings v. Corporation of Gloucester (10 U.C. Q.B,

13) can hardly be ¢onsidered as any authority
% the point  The by-law wag clearly bad, irre-
Yective of the voting. No cause was shewn,

d the proceeding was under a special Aot.

We have direstions in statutes for surveys and
Sther matters, in which doubtless the proved

Yent of an absolute majority of parties inter-
:"Gd is necessary. Bat this is wholly apart
'om any question of voting or asoertainment of
Jorities in prescribed manners, and copfined to
Atters specislly affecting individual pro?ortios.
We think the objection as to the by-law not
ting sesled, when submittéd the electors, is
Untenable. It was only & proposed by-law, and
id not become sn actusl by-law until approved
It is easily distinguishable from the case
“ted from the Queen’s Benoh.

:‘" (83 Vie. ch. 82, tee. 5,) in my opinion, is to-
ad Tead ap conferring upon municipalities- (in
‘hdi“on to the powers conferred: upon them by
'0 clause respeoting munioipalities in'the Raii-
t:’ Act,) power to give money, by way of bonus,
'the Railway Company, provided siways, that
vig uch bonus ehall be given, exoept (as pro-
- takg by the Railway Aot in relation to ghe
a 3 08 of stock, that is to say), after the passing
by-law for thet purposs, and the sdoption of
tha, by-law by the elestors; provided always,
«%n:lnch by.law, to be valid; shall bs made in
ing Urmity with the laws of the Provinee respest-
Munjcipal institations ; thus making the

Gwynww; J.—The Cansds Bouthern Railwsy |

| did not post wp

validity of the by-law to depend wholly upon its
conformity to sec. 195 of 28 & 80 Vie. ch. 51,
which this by-law does. It is bot, therefore,
open to the first objection taken to it. There is
pothing in the second objectirn; and as to the
third, I entirely concur that the majority of the
quslified persons who voted upon the by-law,
must be taken to express the voice of the elec-
tors.

GaLr, J., concurred. Rule refused.

MUNICIPAL CASE,

Reg. xx »zr. Covns v. CHisHOLN.

Munictpal Election—Right of candidate to resign—C. 5. U.
C. ¢ B4, sec, 97, sub-sec. 5—Municipal Act of 1868, sec.
110, sub-gec 6, and sec. 118. .

A csndidate for the office of reeve, who is proposed and
seoonded at the nominatien meeting, may, with the con-
sent of his proposer and seconder and of the electors
present, vritgdnw from his candidature.

A VO“I'. who Yy ther for a ') .‘ 1 oﬂico,
bﬁn%hat the meetin%hpermitted his candidate to retire
from the contest, without expressing at the time any
objection to his ‘withdrawal, cannot afterwards insist
upon having the name of his nomines published in the
list of candidates, or entered s such upon the poll book.

{Chambers, Feb. 10, 1871,—Mr, Daiton.]

The statement of the relator complained that
Kenoeth Chisholm had not been duly elected,
and usurped- the office of reeve of the village of
BramDton, under the pretence of an election
held on the 2nd January, 1871.

The grounds stated were: that at the nomina-
tion the said Kenneth Chisholm, Jaoob P. Clark,
James Fleming, John Haggart, and thé relator,
were duly proposed and seconded ss candidates
for the said office of reeve, and that no other
candidates were proposed within one hour after
the meeting of the electors for the said nomina-
tion: that the said John Haggart was proposed
for the said office by the said Kenneth Chisholm,
and seconded by the said relator: that no oneof
the 88id persons so nominated retired or with-
dre¥ from the said nomination within one hour
trom the time the said meeting was held and the
gaid Nominations were made: that no poll was
demanded for the said office of reeve, but s poll
wss granted and allowed by the said returning
officer: that a show of hands was called for on
behs!f of John Haggart, and & large majerity of
thé electors present appeared to'be in his favor:
that the said John Haggart then said (but after:
a considerable number of the elestors who had
beed Present had left the meeting) that he would
retit® from and not contest the said election:
that the relator, who was his seconder on his
ssid Nomination, never: consented to-the retire-
ment of the said John: Haggart, and onthe day
following the said nomination informed the said
returning offiser that he mast post up the name
of John Haggart us ons of the persons proposed
88TeEVe, as he, the relator, insisted that Haggart
should be voted for at- the -election : that John
Heggart himeelf notiied the said returning
officer, two days before the election, that he was
s oandidate for the said effice, and requested the
returning officer to enter his name on the poli-
book a8 & candidate: that the returning officer
in the office of the clerk of
the said village, or anywhere clse, the name of
John Haggart as one of the persons propused as
reeve, but refused- so to do, and his name was

| not at any time. so- posted up : that on Janusry



