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Quebec.]
ROYAL ELEcTRic Co. v. LEONARD & CO.

A4caan e aau~ol acrrc-~ onhn(o ~~)
The appellants, who had a contract with the citv of trhree Rivera te sup.

ply and set up a coniplete electrie plant, sublet te the respondents the part of
their engagement which related ta the steam engine and boilers. Tht original
contract with the city o' Three Rivera embraced conditions of which the
deteiîdants had no knowledge, and included the supply of other totally differ.
ent plant from that which they subsequent!y undertook te supply ta tht appel.
lants. The appellants, upor. completion of the works, having siied the cityocf
Threc Rivera for the agreed contract price, the city pleaded that tht work Nwas A
not completed, and set up defecta in the steam engine andl boilera, and the
appellants thereupon brought an action eni gartiilie $W~Cagainst the
respondenta.

HL.~affirming the judgments of the courts below, that there was no legal
connection (conne.trité) existing between the contract of the defendant and that
of the plaintiffs wîth the city of Three Rivera, upon whîcla the principal demiand
was based, and therefore the action eni garantie simnil was properly disnîissed.

Appeal disrniased with costa.
Beique, Q.C., for the appellanits.
A. le. Ougltred for the respondents.

Quebec.i
ATLANTIC & NORTHWEST R.W. CO. V. JUDAH,

Railztijy e4t:ropriati<n-Awizrd-A"Iiionai intere.t-Co/rration o~f tillk-
D/ùý,ence- The A'aï/wadY Act, s. 16c, 170, 172.

On a petition ta the Superior Court, praying that a railway company be
ordered ta pay into the hands of tht prothcnotary of the Superior Court a1 surn
equivaitot te six per cent, an the amount cf an award previously deposited
;nto court under section 170 cf the Railway Act, and prayin ' turther, that ý.
cornpany should be enjoined and ordered te proceed ta confirmation of titie in
order te proceed to the distribution of tht money, the conmpany pleaded that
the court had no power ta grant such an order, and that the delays in pro-
ceeding to confirmation of title had been caused by the petitioner, who had
unstucce,,sfully appealed te the higher courtg for an increased amount,

Held, reversing the judgment cf tht courts below, that, by the terni of
section 172 cf the Railway Act, it is enly hy the judgment cf confirmation thiut
the question of additional intereat can be adjudicated upfn.

Hélù further, that, assumin4 the court had juriadiction, until a final
deterinination of the controversy as to the arnount te be distributti, tht rail-
way cornpany coutl net be said te be guilty of negligence in net obtaining a
judgment in confirmation of titie.

The Railway Act, section 172, FouRNiER, J., dissenting.
Appeal alJowed with coste.
1-. Abbofl, Q.C., for the appellant.

Branc,ktidd, QG.ý, for the respondent.
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