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Logisiature as Sing in relation to ProPfrty and civil rights
within the meaning of B.N.A. Act, a. 92 (13), and tii grant made
thereunder was vèdid. The Supreme Court of British Columbia.

t '4however, reversed hi@ decisioni. considerînig the. ýAt of 1904 in-
,'"~ T.effectuai to divost the rights of the respondents under the. grant

from the- -Dominion- Goerznmnt. TiJidea orntee(the-
Lord Chancellor, Lords Ilalsbury, Ashbourne, Maenaghten, and
Collins, and Wilson and Willa, Kits.) have reversed the. decision
oif the Supreme Court of British Columibia and hold the Act of
1904 te be intra vires; and the respondents' railway as being a

ý'u purely local undertaking withî» the jurisdiction of the local
W Legislature under B.N.A. Act, s. 92 (10). The resuit seems te

be that land granted by the 7-own as a subsidy to a railwav
undertaking, may afterwards be taken away frorn the railwavý

~ and given te siernne else by a subsequent statute, The only
justiflcation for such a course, however, would appear te be the

fact, as in the present caRe. thnt the. subsequent grantee hmd at
the time of the prier grant reine equitable 01aim te the land in
question whieh liad net been protected. Onie would imagine,

~¶. ~ however, that in sticb eirennmstances the railway, tins deprived,
would have an equitable c'laim te toinpensation against the
Crown.

ELECTRIC LIGHT - STAITV'E - CONýSTRUCTION - REFERENCE -

EQUAIATY.

Attornc -General v. .llclboii)w'i (1907) A.C. 469. This wtis
an appeal from the Iligli Court of Australia. l3y an Australian
stattpt the respondents %vere empovered to supply ele.tricity
withhn the City of M~elbourne. Thê. Act provided that evvrv
perronî withîn the arca of the city should be entitled te a supply
on equal ternir and that no preferenee should be given te any
perse». The respondents gave custoniers an option te tal(v
electricity uinder two different. systenis of charge-one at a fixed
rate ard the other at a rat. virving with tie ainouunt consuined.
The Iligh Court heid that this was net a contravention ef the
provisions nhove referred te, and the Judicial Cominittee of the

qî lrivy Cou,îcil (the Lord Chanceleor, and Lords Macnaghten.
Atkinson and Collins, and Sir A. Wilson) afflrmed their decision.
The preference prohibited being as betwcen etustomers dealing

Sunder the. saino systemn and net a4s- bPt.ýeen customers dcaling
under different systeins.
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