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Sup. Ct.] NOTES 0F CANADIAN CASES. [SUP. t

THE QUEEN V. MEAL.
(Crowr, Case Reserved.)

Indidnent-Miîýjoinder of counts--e7litience.
An indictment contained two counîts, onecharging the prisoner wiîh murdering M. 1. T.on the ist November, 1881 ; the other wiîh mani-slaughîer of the said M. I. T. on the samne day.The (;rand jury found " a true bill." A motion10 quash the indictment for misjoinder was re-fused, the counsel for the prosecution elecîing toproceed on the first (:ount only.
He/dl (affirming the judgment of the SupremneCourt of New Brunswick,) that the indictrmentwas sufficient. Thc prisoner was convicted ofinanslaughter in killing his wife, who died on themoth Novemnber, 1881. 'l'le iminediate cause ofher death was acule i nflammnation of flic liver,'vhich the inedical testimnony prove(l might bcoccasioned by a blow or a fall against a hardsubstance. About lhree wceks before hcer dcatlithe prisoner had knockecl his wife down wîthi aboule. She fée against the door, and remainedon the floor insensible for soine timie she xvasconfined t0 her bcd soofl afterwarcts, and neyerrecovered. Evidence wvas given of frequentacts of violence commitîed by the prisoner uponbis wife wit4uin a year of ber death, by knockingher down and kicking her in the side.
Held, (amfrming the judgment of the Court aquo), that there was evidence to leave to thejury that the disease which caused her dcathivas produced by the injuries inflicîed by theprisoner, and that the tvidence of violence comn-

mitted within a year wvas properly received.
Lash, Qý.C., for appellant.
M'Leod, Q.C., for the Crown.

GRAND JUNCTIoN RAILWAV CO. V. COUN'mV
0F lE'l:';RnoROUî;H.

IJlunicipal by-Zawv - I4îiily of - /'?elneiy--
Action ai iaw anzd not i5y înandia1inis--3ý1 Picl
c. 48 (O.%-Constructioii of.
This was an appeal from the Ontario Court ofAppeal, reversing the rule of tlie Court ofQueen's Bench graning a wriî of 'namdal/us,'commanding. the corporation of the Counîy ofPeterborough 10 issue debentures for $75,000and interest, in accordance 'vith the îerms of acertain by-law respecting the said Grand Junc-lion Railway Company and the Peterborough &H aliburton Railway, alleged to have been passed

by the County Council, and adopted by the rate'
payers. The Grand Junction Railway ConlIPa"Y
was arnalgaflated with the Grand Trtink Ra"_
way of Canada. The former railwav îlot ai1
been buit withjn the time directed, ils cha"ter expired. In May, 187o, an Act was pass5ed
by the Dominion P-arljarnent 10 revive the char'
ter of the Grand junction Railroad Co., tgave it a slightly different name, and made sol"echanges in the charter. On the 23rd N ovClber
in the saine year, the ratepayers of the dlefflda t

m-unicipalities voted on a by-law 10 grn abonus to the plaintiff company, constructionl 0the roaci 10 be coITIienced before the ist MýaY,
17.The by-law wsread tceonly. At thetimne when the voting okpaenthbylI,

ther wa no owe inthe municipality 10 grafl t
a bIonus. On the 151h February 1871, the Act
34 Vict. c. 48 (O.) wvas passed, wvhich declared
the by-lawv as val id as if it had been rcad a thirdtimie, and that it should bc legal and bindi'ng 011ail persons as if it had been passed aiter the Act.
On the samne day of the same year, C. 30 was
passed, giving power 10 municipalities 10 aid rail'ways l)y granting bonuses. The 37 Vict., c. 43(0.) was passed, amending and consoliclating theActs relating to the plaintiff company. Timne forcompletion was extended by 39 Vict. c. 71i (0.)'

IIc/d, (1) that the effect of the Statute 34Xict. c. 48 (0.), apart frorn any cifect it inaYhave of recognizing the existence of the RaýilvaYCo., %vas not 1<) legalize the by-law in favour ofthe company, but wvas merely t0 make theby-law as valid as if il had been read a thirdlime, and as if the municipaîity liad had powert0 gfive a bonus to the company, and, therefore,
the appellants could flot recover the bonus fro111
the defendant.

Per(GWYNNI,J .(FOUJRNI ER and TASCHI:R1:AUJ J., concurring)s~.-''
1i -as the undertakin g en-tered int bY the municipal corporation contîaîned

in by-law for granting bonuses 10 railway con-panies, is in the nature of a contract enteredmbt with the conpany~ for the delivery t0 il ofdebentures upon conditions stated in the by-law,the only 'vay in which deliv'cry of the debentures
t0 trustees on behaîf of the comnpany, before thecompany shahl have acquireci a right 10 theactual receipt and benefit of them by fulfilmientofîthe conditions prescribed in the by-law, is, inithe Province of Ontario, by actions at law or inequity Linder the provisio>ns of the statutes in


