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mnoneys advanced hy B. and liable to the la.ter for their
repaymeflt.

Appeal dism-Issed with costs.
Tilleil, K.C., and Hl. S. WFhite, for appellant; _11cCullough,

for respondent.

Bd. of RwaY. Commrs.] [June 24.

INGERSOLL TELEPHO.NE CO. V. BELL TELEPH-ONE CO.

Railway Board- Powers--Ra ilway Act and Amendnens-
Bell Telephone C-Ueof Long Distance Lines-Coin-
pensai ion-Loss of L&cal Business-Conipeting Coinpanies
-Special Toil.

Under the pro)visions of the Railway Act and its airnend-
ments by 7 & 8 Edw. VII., ch. 61l, dhe Railway Board hiad
power to authorize a charge in addition bo the establislied r'ites
of the Bell Telc'phone ('o. is compensation for the use of its
long distance lines. Idington, J., contra.

By said Acts the Board is authorized Io provide compen-
sation to thc Bell Telephione ('o. for loss in its local exchange
busiîness occasionc<l by giving independent, companies long
distance connection. Davies and Idington, JJ., contra.

The Board hias power also to authorize payrndnt of a special
rate by companies corn]eting withi thi BAI (Co. who obtain
long distance~ conîicctioîî ihough llon-competing companies
arc not subjected thereto. Idington, J., contra.

Appeal disinissed wit h costs.
Gamble, K.C., for appellants; Coivau, K.C ., and Hogles

for the respondents.

ont]j loRAN V. MChINNON. [June 24.

('ont ract-Purchase of llonds-Stat ute of Fra uds-Meinoran-
dunz in W'ritinig--Correspodencce-Relationi of Documents
-Paroi Evidence.

In an action against 1). claiming (lainages for breach of
contract to l)urchase bonds, a telegrain frorn D. to his partner
wa produced sayi ng, "I absolutely l)oughit them ycsterday
after our '0hone conversation thiey agreeing to our ternis.''

ilddl, that paroi evidcitcc was properly reccivcd to Ahew
that terrns hiad been state(l by D. over his signature, that they

_ id[dk-


