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Great Westeru Railway Co. should certify that
any such difficulties intervened then withiu
twelve and a balf chains fromn the said angle of
said lot. "

Lt was proved that the principal inducement
to the ratepayers and cotiueil for granting this

bonus was the undertaking of the company to
erect and maintain a permanent passage and
freight station at the village of Gowanstown.
The necessary buildings were accordiugly erect-
ed and maintained for sometime by the Great
Western ltailway Co., wvho were lessees of the
road, but the station was afterwards disused.
The mnnicipality thereupon filed a bill against

both the railway companies for the purpose of
compelling themi to continue and use the sta-

tion and buildings.
Ss'r.xonEF, C., before whom the cause was

heard, thouglit that the Great Western Llailway

Co. was bound by the agreemenit between the

plaintiffs and Wellington, Grey & Bruce Rail-

way Co., and made a decree as against the Great

Western Railway Co. with coats, aud dismissed

the bill as against the Wellington, Grey & Bruce
Railway Co. with costs.

GOYEAN V. GREAT WESTERN IRAILWAY CO.

Chancellor] [Sept. 12.

.Railway termninus-Land conveyed on condition.

The plaintiff on the representations of parties

interested in the location of the western ter-

nus of the Great Western Railway, convcyed to

thxe company a lot of land in the towu of Wind-

sor, without any money consideration heing

paid therefor, the deed reciting that the same

was conveyed for the purpose and on the con-

ditiois that the terminus should be placed
there, and Ilthe execution of which condition

was the real consideration for this grant." The

coxnpany did construct the necessary buildings

for the purpose of the terminus, inclnding pas-

senger and freight stations, and continued to

use thema for sev6ral years, wben they discon-

tinued the use of the passenger station, and

were about estxLblishing it in aixother Iocality.

On a bill iled to restraîn the compafly fromn do-

mng 8o,
The Court (SpRAGOE, C.> keld, that the coin-

pany were bonnd to retain the terminus on the

properties conveyed to thema b>' the plaiintiff

and one Hall, or in defauît, the ]and conveyed

by the plaintiff should revest in him ;and

ordered the compan>' to pa>' the plaintiff his

costs of suit :and, if plaintiff deaired it, di-

rected a reference to the Master at Sandwich to

ascertain sud report whether the condition had

been performed.

WILSON V. MCCARTY.

Chancellor. 1 [Sept 26L

Partiur8hifp-ItCre$t On CaPital.

In this case, two partntjs Wilson & Mc-
Carty, agreed each to furn , a certain amount

of capital wherewith to carry on business to-

gether in partnersbip. ln pursuance thereof,

Wilson did bring in the amount stipulated, but

McCarty neyer brought in any sum. lu a
proceediug afterwards to wind up the partuer-
ship estate, Wilson claimed to charge McCarty's

Irepresentatives with interest on the amount
agreed to be paid, which dlaim the Master at

Barrie refused to accede to, and ou appeal, this
ruling of the Master was sustained.

SPRAGGE, C., in dismissing the appeal on that

ground, referred to the isuguage of Lord Hath-
jerley, when Vice-Chancellor, in the case of Ris1h.

iton v. Grissell, L. Rt. 5 Eq. 826, IlNo înteret
is chargeahie by one partner against a co-part-
uer .. . The express point has been de-

cided in this Court, that, unless there be an ex-
press stipulation or a particular course of prac-
tice shewn by the partnership books to the
contrary, interest between partners is not ai-

lowed."

CORRESPONDENCE.

Tite Liaw of Doiwer.

To THE EDITOR OF THIE LAW JOURNAL

I stated in my last letter Soule reasous

why the inchoate riglit should be con-

sidered as within secs. 5 and il of the

1C. S. U. C. cap. 90 ; and here I propose

to dwell for a short time upou the case of

Allen v. Edinbur7e, L. A. Co. 19 Gr. 248,

where the point actually arose. The Court

there he]d, that the wife's interest waa

flot available for creditors, and an iDjuflO-

tion restraining -the sale of the right

under execution was granted. The learned

Chancellor seemns to have decided the case

solely upou the authority of McA nnarey v.

Turnbull, 10 Gr. 298. Sis Lordship

argues that if the interest in that 1cas e

were that of a wife, the questiou is already

decided there, and tha t case miust ha fol-

lowed. But the word. Ilwidow," which

is therein used, points to the fact, thtit

is the consummate right to dower which

Chancery.]
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