
REPORTS AND) NOTES OP' CASES 569

under the authority of a special Act respecting the railway com-
pany,. 48 Viet. o. 65 k 0.), s. 3, of whieh providex' th&tt it shduld h.
lawful for the corporation of any municipality through which,
any line of the railway had been constructed to exempt the eom-
pany and itfi property within such municipality, in whole or in
part, froiw municipal asessment or taxation, or te agree to a cer-
tain sum per annuun or otherwise in gross or by way of commu-
tation or composition for paynient of ail municipal rates. By
a subséquent general enactment, 55 Vict. c. 60, &. 4(0.), it was
declared that no n'.unicipal by-law thereaiter passed for exempt-
îug any portion o' the ratable property of a municipality f rom
taxation, in whole or' in part, shouldb h eld or construed to exc-
empt such property from sehool rates. The generai Act did not
by express wards repeal the special Act.

Hedd, that it did not effect a repeal by necessary implication
-generalia specialibus non derogant.

Held, aiso, that there was nothing to shew that the sum i-hich
the railway company were to pay ivas nlot more than the s. .iool
taxes which they would be liable to pay if they were not entitled
te any exempt-ion.fo

J. M. Gleiii, K C., and A4. Gra et , frplaintiff. IV. B. Do-
hierty, for defendai ts, the city corporation. D. IV. Saimders,
for defendants, the railway companies.

Boyd, C., Magee, J,, MQbee, J.] [May 1.
MzTALLXO ]ROOrINo Co. OF CANADA V. JOSE.

Labour unioni-Strike-Combined aco-nn tio,&1 i-nflct
damoge aoinbcIdr>mdand aid of oliver asso-

The niembers of a labour union ini order te compel the plain-
tifse (employers of both union and uon-union men) to enter iuto
an agreem.,nt whereby the-y wonld agrêe amongst other things
to employ none but union men so long as the union %vas ý,ble to
mupply workmen, ealled the plaintiffs' workmen out on strike in
the midle of a day'. work, and thereafter sent letters te thé
plaintifs'l customers and others (inost of whoM employed union
members) Mnorming theni that their meni would refuse to handie
aiiy product of the p-laiiî.tifta as they were an unfair firni te i
organimed labour, and publishel of the plaintiffs' gooda that diey
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