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tion and stibmiitted it fer a.pproval, and it w.as approvcd by
the Governor- on 7th Oetober, 1904. It appears to me thlat
tio ressonable excýoeption can be taken te this procedure or
the. order whiech is the outcome of it. In any case 1 should
have thoughit thatj il, the inatter of datelw hid werc 11lot
in1 any repcto he essenvý- of the orderi, thieir alteration
by the coverior lin -ouwnil, eould have fiad no possible efe

In hiý i (1ew 1 dov-iflot ceIto me that there was any
uesity v fo il uow qu pro(eeedings te.keii while the

cases 11r ielr l tr1ial '- (ug..
Il~ argud fluai, inasmiuih as~ the dates fixed by the

Itailwayý Co i ice ha expired before this action of the
(iovrno4enralini council, the order waýs effete and couid

not bc revivýed. Butli ihe answer is that it was not an opera-
tive o)rderý at ili ;intil -san(ti.oned. The -;.'hole order wae
tentative, andi the dates were net binding on any of the
partigi,. 'Ihu ,~e te dleal with it &Pid alter or vary it in

any prtîc iar esided with the Governor in councîl uintil
it vas finally sanetioned. After that,'if it hecaxue ne-essir'v
to extend the time flxved for thie completien of the work, the-
power- t4% dvi su. u11-1 pre)perj cause shewi, ils given to the
Rsiilwayý Conmittet'under(l sec. 189.

It may, perhaip>, he- proper te refer te an objection taken,
ilin the order provides ne proper place for the termintnî
of the biridge( at its s;outhern end, the Locus at present in
partily watger in the slip betweq-en the mhre te the est al)i
wuat of the pr-esent termnination cf Yoiige street at the wvator
front. oieg answer te thtis is that ini point of faet tlw par11t
nlov co)vered( by wateri realP fointîs part (if Lake sýtree4t undvît'
th,. Windilli agi-reent, and that ail ilthat i îîeeded l-
tsodutrel a lanidîng fo)r the bridge ià tlik exiefusien of Lik-
street tg, theg lasti accorda.nce witlî the teri-is of' the agruo-
ment. and, ne doutag, dlefendants wili gladl'v dIo wvhatever ma 'v
1w tiwir shiare, )i that werk., But the question e!ý the ier-
minus of the br-idge was for the Coemmnitlee aMoue. There
being jurisdiction te deal with the siabjKt of a bridge, it is
not for t1e Courits te enter into the question whether fe
work determined upon has been directed te be done in thie
nxo;t reasoniabl(- iinnner- or in the wa v best da t te al-r
into effert the end itde.te be aecemplishled.

The appeals shouild beo disnissed.
1 miY addi that if' thu trial Judge hiad acted upon the

eoscluaion he appears te~ have fermed that the gonly 'relief


