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4, Per ANGuIN and Bropeur, JJ.:—The proteetion afforded
by the provisions of the Quebec Public Health Act, cann t be
invoked in favour of proceedings taken by a food inspeetor who
has acted without exerciging his independent judgment in regard
to the condemnation of food as deleterious to the public health,
but merely for the purpose of carrying out insiructions received
by him from municipal officials,

In the result, the finding of the trial judge, that the food in
question was fit for human consumption (Q.R. 39, 8.C. 520),
being supported by evidence, was not disturbed, and the effect
of the judgment appealed from (1 D.L.R. 160), was afirmed
with & variation of the order making ahsolute the injunetion
against the defendant iaterfering therewith.

Appeal dismissed with costs,

Alwater, K.C,, and 4imé Geoffrion, X.C,, for appellant.
Dale-Haryis, for respondents.
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Alta.] Cross v. CARSTAIRS, [Feb. 21,

Appeal—Jurisdiction — Provincial election — Alberta Contro-
verted Elections Act—Preliminary opbjeci ms—Tudicial
proceeding—Final judgment.

Held, 1. Per Davies, IpiNgToN and ANgLiN, JJ., that under
the provisions of the Alberta Controverted Elections Aect, the
judgment of the Supreme Court of the province in procesdings
to set aside an election to the Legislature is final and no appeal
lies therefrom to the Supreme Court of Canada,

2. Per Durr, J,, that a proceeding under said Act to question
the validity of an election is not a ‘‘judicial procesding’’ within
the contemplation of section 2(¢) of the Supreme Court Act in
respect of which an appeal lies to the Supreme Court of Canada.

Per BROwEUR, ., that the judgment of the Supreme Court of
Alberta on appeal from the decision of & judge on preliminary
objections filed under the Controverted Elections A-t, is not
a ‘‘final judgment’’ from which an appeal lies to the Supreme
Court of Canada.

Appeal gusshed with costs.

Ewart, KA., for the motion. Lafleur, K.C,, and 0. M. Big-
gor, contra,

o

e g




