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Pcr MEAGHER, J. (without discussing the position of the relator or the
Attorney-General), that the question was one that was eminently proper
for the consideration of the City Council.

Per GRAHAM, &.J., INCDONALD, C.J., concurring, affirming the judg-
ment appealed from, and dismissing the appeal, that the corporation
having accepted the ofler was bound by its terms, and that the passing of
ffhe rescinding resolution was a hreach of contract which the court had
power to restrain, the council heing agents or trustees of the citizens in
securing the gift. Also t! .t the Attorney-G;eterai could sue either with
or without a relatur.

Also that the contract made by the offer and acceptance was supported
by good consideration, viz., the mutual promises.

Rilchie, K.C., in support of apî'eal. RusIed/, K.C., and Ifat-titgion,
K. C., contra.

Full Court.] RE\ 7'. BARRET.ý tApril ii.

Criminal la7u- Procedtire to esclîcat ~eonznc-GniinNie
Code si'. 916-922- CowZn Rudes 86-87.

A recognizance was cntered into by defendant and his surety hefore
the Stipendiary Magistrate conditiotied to keep the peace and to appear
hefore the magistrate on a day named. i efendant faied to appear and
the recogniî.ance was estreated without notire tu defendant or to his suret1'.

IIe/d4 per GRAH.AN-i, E..,M)o , C. J., concurring, follo';ing Reg.
v. cda,25 N.S. R. to4, that noiire ivas necessary and that the order
estreating the recognizance was impropeiri>' made,

IJe/d, per' JowNsHibNDi, « ., and IL u-.Jfollowing the dissenting
opinion in Reg. v. GCielnan.

R. v. Br-ooke, i i T. L. R. 1(03, rctcrred to and distinguished.
Crown Rules 84, 86 and 8-,, and Code ss. oh) 922 dlscussed.

Ale/i.çh, in support of motion.K.. Atty.-Gteo., contra.

Province of 1Bii olIumbia.
SUPRENIE COURT.

Full Court. I IUTCHINS 7'. BRIiirSH Coi.it.\tinz ('oirER Co. [Jan. 19.

Coidiiv Court- Przctice -Setn- d u~nn apid Pni euw filia.

Aplieal from an order of LzE.%iv, C'o. 1., settiing aside indgment and
grantûîng a new triai on the ground that thec verdict ut the jury was against
tixe weight of evidence.

/ù/d(, that a Counity Court Judge has nu piower to grant a new trial
merely because he is dissatisfied with the verdict ; h is to be guidcd in


