
330 CANADA LAW JOURNIAL.

to the Local Government Board, and that the procedure on such
an appeal shall be such as the Board may by rules determine.
A closing order having been made, an appeal was had to the
Board, on which the appellant claimed the right to sec the report
of the inspector on which the Board was proposing to act, and
hie also claimcd lic had a right to be heard orally. The rules of
the Board made no provision for any such alleged rights, and
they wcre denied, but the appellant had an opportunity to put
in anv statement in v.Titing hc saw fit. The Act an(l rules pro-
vided that the Board should not dismiss any appeal without
having first held a public local inquiry. The p)ublic inquiry
having been made b% an Inspector, the Board actcd on his report
an(l dismis(d the appeal, which dismissal, the appellant con-

* ten(led, ivas invalid (1) l)ecause it (lid not shcw on its face by
which officers of the Board the case hiad been (lecidc(l; (2) be-
cause of the denial of inspection of the ispcetor's report and
refusal to hiear the appellant oralv. The House of Lords (Lord
Haldane, L.,an1 Lords Shaw, 'Moulton an(l Parmoor) reversed
the decision of the Court of Appeal, which had giveni effect to
the owner's contention. The House of Lords consi(lerel that the
Act conferr-d administrative powers on the Local ( overniment
Board, and. in the exercise cf these powvers, the Board was not

necssadvto 1w governed by the proce(lure in Courts of justice,
and that there was nothia.g ohjectioflahile ifi the v t hey had
carried out tlieir duie, 'd that the owner had no lcgal right
either to inspect the i eport or to be heard oralx-. -Iir Lord-
ships rather flout the i(lea that ' natural jus-t;ce, ' ali have anv-
thing to do with siieh proceedings: indved, one niav,, irnfer that
'niatur.al justirce' lias in Courts of law no existence apart from

legal justice.
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Johii Decre JPloir Co. v. 1l'hailon (1915) A.C. 330 In this
case the imp)ortant question l)resente(l for <lecision was, whethcr
a provincial iegislature caiî validly impose restrictions on com-
;>anics incorporated lw D)ominion authoritv, so as to prevent
thcmn froîn doing l>usîncs,,s in ilhe province uxiiless; they are regis-
tercd or licens£<I linder the Provincial Act. Two actions wcre

r ~consoli<late<l. In th<' one a <lirect<r <if a D)ominion corporation,


