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the manager of the plaintiffs alleges in her atfidavit that she has contracts
with some 18 firms. A directory isalso produced which explains the system,

A summons was taken for an injunution to restain the city from
‘threatening to  prosecute, ete., and from inducing people to violate their
contracts with the plaintiffs. A pc'ice sergeant and policeman werc joined
as parties. It was contendcd that the act was ultra vires the Provincial
Legislature. In my opinien it comes within the head ** Property and Civil
Rights, etc,’ or matters of a merely loeal or private nature in the
Province, and is not a criminal law:  Addornev-General of Ontariv v,
Attorney-General of Canada (1896), A.C. 364 Rrg.v. e », 4Can. 37
Keefe v MeLeanan, 2 Cart, 400

Then it was contended that it was illegal for the city to send a police-
man to notify a citizen to desist from violating a provision of the charter or
he would be proceeded against under the act. There is no cvidence of
any illegal act on the part of the city or polieeman.

The summons will be dismmssed, the costs to uwbidu the event.
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Contra = Rectification  Pavinership — Effeet of ttking judgmens for
el fnterest,

The defendunt in Octeber, 188y, contracted with one Charlebois to
build certain fences and gates alony the line of the GUNJW, Central
Railway and, after associating the defendant Musson with him, they sublet
the contract to the plaintiffs by a written agreement which provided for
payment to the plamtiffs as follows: * Fstitmates for the said work shall
be made monthly by the company to the engineer, or at such other times
as sald engineer shall deem rensonable and proper, and such vstimates, less
ten per cent. rebate, shall be paid lorthwith upon same being paid to said
Preston & Musson by said coinpany, and the said ten per cent. rebate shall
b paid forthwith upon the same being paid to them by the said company.”

Charlebuis was the contractor for the whole of the railway work being
dane by the company, and the evidence showed that the word “ company ”
i the above provision wa. inserted by wistake for Charlebois,

After payment of two estimates for part of the plaintiffs’ work diffi-
culties arcse and the company’s engineer, who also acted as engineer for
Charlebols, to prevent the bringing of an action, withheld further estimates,
Lt in Semptember, 180, after litigation between Charlebois and the com-
pany had commenced, Preston accepted a judgment against the eompany




