
-jeuTHE ONTARIO WEEKLy NOTE~S.

The plaintifs were not entitled to a remedy by mnThe council'S neglect or refusai to interfere was a mere

NO Casel exaCtly in point was cited, but the principi
down in i lop v. Township of MeGillivray (1890), 17 S. C.
and ini Dick v. Township of Vaughian (1917), 39 O.L.R. 18'
directly opposed to the granting of this form of relief.

Perhaps Iluffman was indictable for obstructing the big

Action dismissed with

NEw ToRoNTO BOARD> or TRADE, v. VuLLAG.E 0F NEw TOR(
FA1LCONÇBRIWGE, C.J.K.B.-JULY il.

Street Railway-Agreîment witk Municipal Corporatio
movai of Tracks-lnjunction.j-Action to restrain the defe
froru renioving the tracks of the defendants t1he Toronto an(
Radial Railway Company, lying within the limits of New T(
fromn their present position towards the Toronto and Hamiltor
way; and to restrain the defendants from constructing sv
etc. The action was tried without a jury at Toronto. F,
BIDGE~, C.J.K.B., ini a brief memorandum, said that he wý
that immediate judginent was desired, and so, without.
reasons, lie referred to the extended notes of the argumnen
said tb&t he agreed on ail points wvith the contentions
defendants' counsel. The action should be disissed with
V. H. Hattin, for the plaintiffs. A. J. Anderson, for the defei
the Corporation of the Village of New Toronto. R. S. Robg
for the defendants the Toronto and lainilton H-ighway Cc
sion. J. Hl. -Moss, K.C., for the defendants the Toronto anc
R~adial Ra:ilway- Comnpany.

IIETrINq V. SNEETH-BRi'TToN, J.-JYLY 11.

Vendor and Purchaser-Agreement for Sale of Land-Au
of Agent of Vendor-Siatute of Frauds-Specific Performe
l)i8cretion.]-Action for speciflo performance of a co
aileged by the plaintiff to have been made witth hlm 1
defendant for the sale by the defendant of the north h
lot 10 ini the 2nd concession of the township of Miscan
The action was tried without a jury at Fort Fr


