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missed the application, and his judgment was affirmed by the
Court, of Appeal of British Columbia. l'he Judicial CommitteeI of the Privy Council (Lords Moulton, Parker and Sumner), -4ith-

I out calling on the respiondk.ÀL., dismissed the appeal, there beingI no evidence of any bad faith or improper conduct on the part
4 of the municipality, and their Lordships being of the opinionj that a transaction does flot constitute the giving of a bonus
t "merelv because step)s taken in the publie intert st are accom-

panied hby benefit specificaliy accruing to private persois," though
if the only parties benefited had been the comparty tc whom,

the lease was made, it might have been otherwise.

CAN-AD-t-ALBERTA RÂILWAY ACTr (STATITE OF ALBEBTA, 1907,
c. 8), s. 82 ( 3)-RAILWAY ACT (11.S.C., c, 37), s. 8-B.N.A.
ACT (.4-31 Vic'r. c. 3), s.s. 91, 92.

tak pssssonof, ueoeocupy h lans elonging to any otheri ~railway comît;my, an(l purports to applvý that provision to er
railw.nv authorized othcrwisc than undhr the legîsiative autlîoritV
of th e provinèe, " in so far as the taking of 8uch lands (tocs lo t
unreasonably interfere with the construction and operation" of
the railway whosc lands are taken. The question submitted for
the consîderation of the Judicial Comnîiittee (Lord Haldane,L.,
and Lords :Nloulton and Sumner and Sir Charles Fitzpatrick andi Sir Joshua W'illiams) was whethcr this provision was valid so faras it purportcd to affect railways under D)ominion control, and
their Lordships hield that it wvas- lot, and that it would not be
mn irs evnif thc word "uiirca.soflal)ly'' were omit ted, affirming
the judgmient of the Supreme Court oif Canada, 48 S.CR. 9).
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faikure to eoinlcflte puursuant fo notice. The coufrîaet did not
podet but tiiiie should be of thie essence of thei contruaet h

daiy tixed foi- eouuu letio 10 vas (>ctobeu' Il. At the (date of the
(.olllI(.t the dlefeu11iuilt4 hod ii() legffl ftte to the buuud, it heilug


