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tially -a club, and its practice in this respect does nO
that of clubs generally.

Apart f rom this aspect of the case, I find nothizi
of incorporation whiUcI limits the field of the
activities te young meni who are members of it; bu-
it is contended, lias the effect of disentitling it te tI
ia, in my opinion, well within the powers of the ass

Section 2 of 10 Edw. VII. eh. 163, which amu
spond<ent's Act of incorporation, was not, as far a
refered te on the argument. The effeet of it is to e:
jects of the association, as dellned by sec. 3 of its .
poration, se as to inelude dormiteries, bed-reoi
roems, but i sprovided that ny p1oionof tlie
land used for these purposes "shail be subject t
and taxation for municipal purposes except ini so fa
mnay be decided to be exempt therefrom in the actig

ing between the association and the Corporation o

Ottawa. " The action is that li whîeh judgment I

given, and the effeet of the exception is, therefern
render the provision as to liability to essent
nugatory.

The appeal fails, and should be dismissed withi
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4ppeal by the deifendants f rom the judgment
J., 4 O...646, affilrming with a variation the

Locl M tr at Sandwich, dated the Sth Aprl, 19

muant to the referepce direeted by the judgment
dated the 23rd Mav. 1911. anid directing that the
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