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Held, {HasaTT,
ing the-ducision of the Chassory Division,

- obihs de
© the defendangs, and that t}le pleintil conld .
avt resover.

Fhe extent of the unty of railway com-
panidsin providing safe accessto theirstations

MeCartip Q. and H ) ."h;h‘!i for the ap.
pt"ﬂums.
U R MWeradith, 0, and B W, Mevedith,

fur the respondents.

24}
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Praty o, THE MUNICieal. CORPORATION OF
THE CHY OF STRATFORD,

Municipal Corparation—73 urisdiciion veer strects
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vy arbiiraiion.

Hedd.
the dueisien of Bovn, O, that a munieipal
corpurttion ¢an exercise and perform their
statutable  powers and duties in repairing
highways or bridges, or erecsing u new bridge
fnstead of an old and unsafe one without
passing a by-law therefor, and that the plain.
A, whose premises were ¢injuriously affoct.
ed * by the lovel of the sireet on which they
fronted heing raised in order to construct a
proper approach to a bridge that the defend-
ants were lawlully re-building, could not main-
taiu an action against the defendants, but
must, in the absence of any negligent con-
struction, proceed under the arbitration
clanses of the Municipal Aet R.8.0. ¢. 184,
notwithstanding the absenee of any by-law
for the prosecution of the work.

Per Burrox, J(A,  Therewas no ohligation
cast upon the defendunts to ve-build the bridge
at riich a height as to pecessitate a change in
the level of the street, and t{herefore the de.
fendants could not lawfully change the level
of the street without passing a proper by-law
or that purpose,

Yeomans v. The County of Wellington, ¢ AR,
301, followed. MeGureey v, The Town of Strath-
roy, 10 AR, 636, and Adamsv. The City of To.
ronto 12 OWR. 243, discussed, Van Egmond v,
The Towt of Seaforth, 6 O.R. G1o, distinguished.

W. Cassels, {.C,, for the appellant,

Ldington, .C,, for the respondents
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at the aecldent was due mtheamg}esaness -
sed and not 1o the neghpence of

,,,,,,,,, somsidered, oo U

saging deved of stveet-—-amage to adjacent |
cAdsence of hydan—Remedy by action

TBurros, JLA,, dissenting], afiriing |

HIGH COURT OF JL‘%’I‘R;‘E Fo
ONTARIO.
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| {Pee. 34, 1588
BHINA 7, W.mnm.

. MacMano
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Criminal faw==RKeeping house of {llfame—Hus
bund and wife~-Foint conviction,

There may be a joint coavietion agalns
i hushand and wife for kdeping a house of ifh.-
fane; the keeping has nething to do with the
ownership of the house, but with the fhanage. ©
! ment of i
P ARevv. Withams, 10 Mad, 63, and Rex v,
! Diron, th, 335. followed. :
Badgerow, for the Crown,
¥, G. Murdoch, for the prisoner.

Div'l, Ct.3 iDoc. 22,1888,

MeDrawsip o Huonns,

Company=Power fo hdd lands—Slalutes of
mortmain—-Constitutional law—Powers of Do.

- ntinion Pastioment—Statute of limilativns—
Defendant sciting up——~Iistopped by assenting fo
canveyance.

A conveyance of lands to & corporation not .
empowered by statute to hold lands, is void- X
able only and not void, under the statutes of
mortmair. and the lands can be forfeiied Ly
the Crown only. -

Where, too, a corporation is empoweredby .
statute to hold lands for a definite period,
and holds beyond the period, only the Crown
can tako advantage of it, and it is not a
defence to an action of ejectment that the
lands were acquired by the plaintiff from the
cocporation after the period flxed by tht:
statute,

Seneble, the Dominion Parliament lias power
to enact that a license from the Crown sh-
not be necessary to enable corporations to
hold lands within the Dominion; and Do-
minion Act enabling a Quebec Corperation
to hold lands in Ontario would operate as a
leanse,

By an arrangement made withm teh years
before this astion of ejectmeut waB begun. the )




