
-ubcuLu,tU 01 tJle statute R. S. 0. 1887 eh.110w R. S. 0. 18i97 eh. 181, sec. 15, nlot havirplied with, se as ta giVe the Lieutenant-Governijuriadi tie t authorize the survey; theref orwas illegal, and therefore there is 'no powerby-law te levy its cost. 1 f there was jurisdictioxi']le re-Isur\Tey, it could Oflly be at the cost of t.lots in ecd range Or block, or part of each raiintèirested, and not On ail lOt-0wniers, whetherare ilnterested. Keither lias unb-sec. 5 of sec. l'(sub-sec. 5 of sec. 141 Of Ch- 181) beeni followed,of the cost havirig been made. . . . Reg.,19 C.?P. 69, is distigishable In that case therntion an.d lnernorial for a 51]Xvey of the first cont ewnsip but in this case nio street, range, or bl<of thein, were particularized, and'I adopt theDraper, C.J., ini tic Scott case, supra, where liepowers ta tax, coxifided in counils, can only bethe Inanner specified hy the Act,"> etc. I refer ote Cooper v. Welbanks, 14 C. P. 364. Thc by-lquaslied, the injunotion mnade perpetual, and t.t'On. inust pay th~e costs of the action on theýcale. There was no0 necesst o aigtà~fartinj a party, and the aci 4 or xnaîn thssedwithout cos1tatini 
dsise
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