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attachmient, Ahould issue accordingly. The contexnpt was that
thei defendant had "neglected or refused to comply with the
judgmnent, . . in thîs action, dated the 15th January, 1908,
whlereby the defendant was ordered and directed to furrnsh the
pflaint iff withi the statement referred to in the agreement between
thie plaýiiiif anid defendfant as set out in1 the pleadings herein,
annuaily , in a forin shewinig such details, if any, as might be
setled bY thie Senior Judgc of the County Court of the County
of York." -whîch were, settledl by that Judge on the 27th October,

Th'fe ap)peal was hleard by MERE~DITH, C.J.O., MACLAHEN,
MAo, IODONSand 'ERcuso>z, JJ.A.

W. N. Tilley, K.('., for the appellants.
C. M. Colquhoun, for the plaintiff corporation, respondent,

MEtEDIT11, (2.3.0., reading the judginent of the Court, said
thiat thte first contention of thle appellants-that the Court had no

jurisi to je unish1 for disobedience of the judgment, bpcause,
being a conseýnt pudgmient, it is ini effect an agreement between the
pairties, and deals, with mnatters as to which, under the Ontario
Railway' Aci, lt.S.O. 1914 chi. 185, sec. 260, and- the Ontario
Ra-ilway > and ~MneplBoard Act, R.S.O. 1914 ch. 186, sec. 22,
thýat Board hiai exclu.sive jurisdiction-was flot well-founded.

Tue oard hiad no juirisdiction, excluisive or otherwise, to do what
wits required Vo) be done-to puniiish for disobedience of the judg-
mentii in t1e actLion.

Thusecndcontention wa, hat ii was flot proper to order the
comm111ittZLI of thei qlpeIlUant Flemning for thie appellant company's
d1isobedience of thev judginent. Theire was nothing before the
Court, 14 shefw whait thei auth loritiy or po)wers of Fleming were, or
Jhaý her bail anYthing te do4 with) thev -oilaitîin or furnishing of
ilv statements w ite pelatcop was, by the judgment
ruiired lo furnish-uo0thinig xette bald statement ihat he
was t)w geneiral mfanager of thev (eompanyti . On the other hand,
ilirte waH no denial bY thec appellantij tha.t thew preparation andl
fuirn1ýising of tht Ileint was niot a anatiter entîrely under his
dlirection and control.

If iý luri 1hwnth i ht di-sobedienic of an order of the Court
l>y a icorpo>rationi wawi th1 aet of its majnager, an order for his
cornan11iital iighn p)rtoperly be macle: Ex p. Green (1891),
7 TmsL.R. 11W(8e v. O'Sheva Ex p). Tuohy (1890), 15
P.. )i in. 1ht. cotmp i hs cases was of a different ci)araeter


