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Of the tax and contested the rule. On the

luestiOn whether the tax imposed on the fil-
'11g If exhibits by means of stamps by 43-44

cret h. 9, was intra vires of the Legisiature
Of the Province of Quebec.

.h1eld, [reversîng the judgment of the Court
01 Quleen's Bench, P. Q., STRONcG and TASCHE-
IkAI JJ., dissenting,] that the tax in ques-
tion is ultra vires of the Legisiature, being an
indjr'eci tax raised to forin p)art of the consoli-
dated revenue fund of the Province for

gelleral 1)urî)oses.
Per STRONG and TASCHEREAU, JJ., dissent-

Iflg, that although the duty irnposed is an in-
direlct tax, yet that under the authority of sects.

65 26 and 129 of the B. N. A. Act, the

theisltax of Quebec had power to impose
th a nquestion.

'faclaren, Q.C., for appellant.
Lacoste, Q.C., for respondent.

ANDERSON V. JELLETT.

'D's1urbance of ferry- Construction of license

Io ferry.
The Crown granted a license to the town

Of 'ýellevil1e, giving the right to ferry " be-
tween the town of Belleville and the town-
Shi Of Amneliasb)urg."

eleld, a sufficient grant of a right of fer-
r'age " to and fromi" the places named.

IJfler the authority of this license the

townl Of Belleville executed a lease to the

Plaintiff granting the franchise " to ferry to
'Id froln the town of Belleville to Amelias-

Ue a township having a watcr frontage of

albouIt ten or twelve miles directly opposite to
tellex.ille, such lease providing f'or only one

Iat'lding place on each side, and a ferry was

etablslid within the limits of the town of

thelleilay on the one side to a point across
th ýYof Quinte in the township of Amelias-

tlrg, Within an extension of the east and

West liriits of Belleville.

Trhe defendants established another ferry
ac-ross aiother part of the Bay of Quinte,

froni Aineliasburg to Sidney, the termini be-

ing, on the Belleville side, two miles fromn the

western limits of Belleville, and on the

Ameliasburg shore about two miles west from

the landing place of the plaintiff's ferry.

Held, [reversing the judgment appealed

fromn, STRoNZG, J., dissenting,] that the estab-

lishmient and user of the plaintiff's ferry

within the limits aforesaid for so many years,

had fixecl the termini of the said ferry, and

that as the termini of the defendant's

ferry were'over two miles west of the limits

of the town of Belleville on the one shore,

and over two miles fromn the landing place of

the plaintiff's ferry on the Ameliasburg shore,

there had been no infringemerit of plaintiff's

rights.
Bethune, Q.C., for appellant.

C. Robinson, Q.C., for respondent.
Appeal allowved 7e'ith costs.

McDoNALD v. FORRESTAL.

Gons:<nmieflt ofgoods subject top6ayment-Agree-

nient Ilhat purchaser s/tai1 not seil-Passing

/proj5er/y.

The plaintiff consigned crude oil to A.,

who was a refiner, on the express agreement

that no property in the oil should pass until

he made certain payrnents. Without mnaking

such payments, however, A. sold the oil to

the defendants without the knowledge of the

plaintiff.
h'eld, affirming the judgment of the Court

of Ap1>eal for Ontario, that although the de-

fendants were purchasers for'value from A.

in the belief that he was the owner of and

entitled to sel1 the oul in question, the plain-

tiff, under his agreement with A., having re-

tained the property in the oil and flot having

done anything to estop him froml maintaining

his righit of ownership, was entitled to recover

from the purchasers the price of the oil.

Gibbons, for appellants.
Street, for respondent.

-Appeal dismissed with cosis.


