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of law arising wider the Sales of Good: Adt 1898 (66 & 7
Viet, a. 71), wbich, ai has been said -befo, ia tàah2ly declara..
tory of the comznon law. The respondeuta, Bar<élay & o' o. .
aiYeed te build two ships for an I1tallan firm, aecordîng to
,%pocifiations, and under the superintendence ef an agent* ap.
pointed by the Italian frm-, for a* ceèrtain-pi. payable 1w M.-
stalmenta, some of whieh were te b. paid during the. progresa
of construction, but delivery of* the ships wua not to b. con-
zidered, to be completed tilt they had passed. trials et Greenock,
and off the Italien coast. Before the ships were fully completed,
but after several inatalments pf piurchaae money had been paid,
the vessels wcre seized in Scotland at the instance of creditors
of the. Italian firm, but, on the application of the builders, the
Scotch Court of Session reealled the arrest. The Houie of
Lords (Lord Loreburn, L.C., and Lords Plalibury, Macnagh-
ten, Hereford, Robinson and Àtkinson) affrmed this decision
on the grolpid that under the contract the property in the
slips was net intended to pais ntil the. ships had been coin
pleted and pasaed the specifled trials.

BRITISH NoxTa AmmiticÀ ACT), s. 91(29); S. 92(10) -DomINIONJ
R.àLwÂY ACT 1888, Bs.. 187, 188, iNTaÂ vîaES-11R.S.C. 1886,

c. 1, S. 7 (2) .. "PmmsN."1

Toronto v. Canadian Pacific Rt,. (1908) A.C. 54 wua an ap.
peal by the City of Toronto from a judgment of the Court of
Appeal for Ontario, wherebýy it waa determined that the. citý1
was bound We pay the amount apportioned by the Railway Cern-
mittee under ss. 187 and 188 cf the Dominion Railway .Act
1888, ai its share cf the coat cf the. protection cf the public in
traveraing certain level croainga of the Canadian Pacifie Rail-
way at pointa within the city limite. On behaif cf the city it
was contended that the Dominion Parliament had ne power te
enact any legialation which woiXld have the. effect cf impesing
any pecuniary charge upon the. city beeause it was net subject
te the legislative jurisdietien. It was conceded that the. defend-
ant railway was a work withln the. juriadiction cf the Dominion
Parliament, but it was claimed that the. city was subj oct te Pro-
vincial legislation, and could only be authorized*; or required te
spend money by the. Provincial Legialature. Consel for the.
city asc urged that the. eity wau bot "a poTion " interesW d
within the meaning of section 188. The. Judicial Committee
(Lords Robertson and Colline, and Sir A. Wilson sud Sir A.


