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Committee (The Lord Chancellor, Lords Macrîaghten. Shand,
Davey. Robertson and Lindley) reversed the decision and hekd
tliat the plaintiff was without redress.

LOTS DORE IJIDER STATUTORY AUTNORITY - DoNjso.- RAILWV ACT,
SS. q,8SR.,L, Ot'S-NLÏC.ALSEi B'. LOCOMoTivE- SPrciAL

jLt-ý.ViF TO APPE.AL-- COSi..

Ca'îaciuin PaCific RN. v. Ro' (1902, .A.C. 22--, is an appeal Çrom
the Kingý's Benich of Ouebec, --né is a case on the sanie lines as

the preceding. The appellants %vere sued for loss sustamned by a
fire causeti by sparks from a locomotive on their rai! way. Thiere
wvas no evidence that the locomotive %vas negligently constructed
or that the ire ivas due to any negligence of the appeliants ori ~their servants. The Provincial Court held the Railway Compan%

t Hable. as tînder Articles 356, 1053 and 1054 Of the Code, corpora-
tions arc liable in the same %vay as individuals for damages

j: occa-zimned by the acts of thcmselves, or their servants in the
t performance of the %vork for %vhich they are eniployed. This

attcmpt to make the Code everride the Dominion Act %vas unsuc-
cessful -antd foilowving the principle of the last case, the Judiciai

FCommittee (The Lord Chancellor and Lords MaI.ciiagliten, Shanti,
Davey, Robertson a:,d Lind!ey, and Sir F. North) hcld that ask the appeilants %vere c.xercisîing a statutory poiver anti no prnof of

Vpositive negligence on thecir part %vas "ileni, thcy wvere not lîable
for the injuries sustaiti by the plaintiff. The Lord Chancellor
points out that the fallacy of the jutigments in the Courts below
consisteti in their assuming that the irnmunity of the appeiiants
irom liability %vas claimed merelv because the), wcre a corporation,

* whereas the ;nmniity resteti on the ground of their statwory

power to do the act from %vhich the injuries hati resulteti. As
oniv $300 wvas at stak2 speciai leave to appeal ivas given, but oiilv
on the terms of the ..ppellants though successful paying the

respondent's costs.

CJ.NADA--1'ONV tRS OF PROVDNCiAL E(ILTtRE-BY-LAW%.

lu NuilE/arrc Co. v. Ottawa Elt/cric Co. ( 19,D2) A C. 237, the
Judicial Committee of the l>rivy Counicil (Lords MNacniaghtcn,
Davcy, Robertson, and Lindlcv anti Sir F. North) amfrmed a
judimnt: of the King's Bcl of Qucbcc. Under a city, by-laiv
subscquently confimneti by an Act of the Provincial Legislaturc

__ -1


