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against the corporation, sought to restrain the corporation from
doing business in British C'olumbia until it had been licensed or

registered under an Act of that province. The British Columbia
Court had grantei the injunction as prayed. In the other action
the plaintiffs sought to recover the price 'of goods sold, and the
<lefendant pleaded that the action was not maintainable because
the plaintiffs (a Dominion companyl was flot licensed or regis-

tered under the laws of British Columbia, and ia this case also
the Supreme Court of British Coluinbia 1bad given effert to the
defence. The Jueicial Commnit-tee of the Privy Couincîl (Lord
Haldane, L.C., and Lords Moulton and Sumner, and Sir Chartes
Fitzpatrick and Sir Joshua M-illiinis) allowed the appeal, and
reverse(I the judgments of the C'ourt below, their Lordships hold-
ing that, under the B.'-\.A. Act, s. 91, th(- Dominion Parliameat
has power to prescribe the extent and limiits of the powvers of the
coinpanies whiclî it incorporates. ai that suc. status and powers
cannot be destroyed or lifllitU( by any Prov-incial Legîsiatulre;
an(I n 1ro\-incial Art of B.C. proN-idinig that I)oininioni corn-
paflies inust be license(l and( rcgisterc(l under thiit Art wvas hield
to be ultra r'ires of the Provincial Lý?gislature.

BY-LAW STOPPING( F P LANE-POWERS OF MJU NICIPAL UýORIOR-

TION-R.Sý.O.. C 192, s- 472.

Uniited Biiiidiig.ýe Corporation v. 1Vaicourer (1915) A.('. :345.

This wvas an appeal from the Court of Appcal of Britisbl (oluimbia.
The proce4Nlings wcre iinstitftcl agaiiist thie ('it y of Vancouver
to quash a hy-1awv of thit city. The corpo -ation hadl a -tatuitory

powcr to stop up lanes an(l also to lease h nad of taies -o stoppedl
up, but, in or(lcr to grant oinv hoinuses the by-lawv required the
assent of the electors. In pursuanc, of its powers, the corpora-
tion stoppel Ut) a certain lane, anI conveye(l the lnn(l to a com-
panv whîch owncd the land on eitlir side of the lane, for a terni
of 25 ,,»irs, at a nominal rent. upon its conveving to the corpora-
tion a piece of land over whichi the liane could 1«e aid was (tiverted.
It was ol)jecte(l by the apl)licants that thîs transaction wvas in

the nature of a bonus to the eo ~anu d thiat the hv-law
authorizing the lease wvas -invalî(i ior wvatt of the consent of the

eleetors; also on the grotin( that it wvas not in thbu public in-
terest, but solely in tbe intercst of the company to wbichi the
lease had been made. It appeared that the application for
divertitig the lane had the consent of the miajority of the owners

of property in the lane, althougbi it wvas strongly opposvd by the

prescrnt appellants. Cleinent, J., who heard the inotion, (lis-


