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BRITISH NORTH AMNERICA ACT, S 92, SUB-S. 16-NIANiToB., LIQUoR ACT 1900

-POWERS OF LOCAL LEGISLATL'RE-PROHIBITION OF SALE 0F LIOUOR.

I n A t/orne>'-Geveral of Manitoba v. Manitoba License Ifolders'
Association (1902) A.C. 73, the Judicial Committee of the Privy
Councii (Lords Hobhouse, Macnaghten, Davey, Robertson and
Lindiey) have decided that the recent Manitoba Liquor Act is
initra vires of the local legisiature under the B.N.A. Act, S. 92, sub-
s. 16. This decision has been so much canvassed that it is flot
ncedful to say more concerning it here.

PRACTriCE-CRIMINl.AL CONVICTION- SPECIAL LEAVE TO APPEAL.

Ex . Aldred (1902) A.C. Si, was a special application for
leave to appeal £o the Judicial Committec of the Prix'> Council
frorn a conviction of the defendant for being party to the i-sue of
false balance sheets by a lirnited company. The conviction xvas
founded on the verdict of a jury, and the Judicial Coinrnittee (the
Lord Chancellor and Lords 1-lobhouse. Macnaghten, Davey,
Robertson and Lindlcy) being of opinion that there xvas evidence
on w,.hich the jury could properlv find tlie verdict thcy hiad, and
that there xvas no special mnatter sufficient to counitervail it, refused
the application.

0DM PANY POwý-ic. OF CONWIANV eMxfO AN~I) INVI-STMENT OF RE.ýERVF

[-U ND - 27 & 2S Vît T. C. 23 (1. i~'A - PAI.i<lS - Pt ECHASE 1<1

1)IRP(To,'t AND> RESALE- TL) tOMPIAN% AT A' PROFIT.

flurZîznd v. Ear/c (199)2 A.C. S3 , was an appeal froin the Ontariý

Court of .Xppeal iin Ear/e %.%>u/d 27 On t. .XPP. 540, in %which
the Judicîal Conittc of the Privv Coun cil (Lords~ flobhouse,
Davcv, Robtertson and Sir R. Couch) mnade a material variation in
the idginent appcaled fromn. The action %vas by sorne of the
,ihai-eloldIcrs of a company încorporated under the D)ominion Act,
27 8, 28 Vict., C. 23, to control the riglit of the directors to accumnu-
late out of the profits of the company a reserve fund beyond %vhat
wxa- rcasonably nece;sary to provide for the vicissitudes of busi-
ncss. 'Fli Court of .\ppeal considered that the plaintiffs were
etitie(l to relief, but the Judicial Comînittcc have comc to the
conclusion that thc Court lias no jurisdîction to interferc xvith the
internali manag-ement of a Company acting within its powers.
Theiir I ordships concede that while a company mnust prima facie
briîîg an action to rcdrcss a %vrofg donc1 to itself, yct if a rnajority
or the ,harc., arc conltrc1Ilc(l by thosc againist %vhom relief is souglit,
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