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cannot be compelled to do against its will. It may wai
things that woùld be an answer to a motion for a mandai

It might be that the dexnands were not so identical a;
clude consideration as upon a new and different applicati(
this was the voluntary action of the councl--even if thern
right te reconsider a precisely sixuilar application.

In either aspect, the motion failed.

Motion dismigsed with

LrNNQX, J. MAY 9T

RE STINSON ANLD TOWN 0F FORT FRANC]

Municipal Corporatioins--By-law Autkorisng Occupation
by Tramway-A greeme nt with Companies--By-law nx
miUled Io Elactors-Municipal Franchis~es Act, R.S.,
eh. 197, sec. $ (1>-Q uashing By-lw--Disereion-
Servie of Notice of Motion on Companîes.

Motion by Juro Stinson to quash by-law 557 of the'
Fort Frances, or suchi parts of it as granted to certain ce
rights in or upon a street in the town, known as Front st

The. motion was heard ini the. Weely Court, Toronto.
R. T. Harding, for the applicant.
G. F. Henderson, K.C,, for the town corporation and

companies referred to.

LyaqxqqxX, J., in a written judgmnent, said that notici
motion had been served <upon the three companies ment
the. proceedinga, who were parties to the agreement authc
the. by-law, aud these companies were represented by ce

The. substantial objection to the by-law was, that, by s
ing the. agreemnt, it provýided i effeet that the town cor,
would permit the. thre. companies to construet a dyke aul
ard gauge steam tramway ou sucb portions of Front ç
might b. required to construet the same, accorcling te a
location attadxed to the agreement between the town cor
and the. companies, and thus gave the. coninanies an easerr


