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appeaig that the Act in question was toc, wide in its seope-, in
that it purported ta enable the Goveriunent of the Province
prxanently to withdraw froin the trustees power t) contrai
the seboo;s under tàwÀir eare, the Judicial Cornwnittee of the
privy Council (Lobrd Buckmaster, L.C., and Lords Haldaiw,
Atkinson, Shaw, and Pamoor) declared the Act ini questioti to
be ulira virea.

These two câses are pabusry insnces of the value of the
appeal to Hia Majesty ini Council, where questions of thiF kind,
involving a good deal of feeling, can be adjudicated in the calm
atmosphere of a Court absolutcIy free from ail Iocul prejudices
and prepomeesiots.

Their lordships absolutely disciaiza the idea that the trustees
cannot, by due procew of law, be oompelled to discharge their
duties according to taw.

ONrTuoi-ToRoNTo ELE-CTRIC LTawr Co.-MUNICIPALITr OF
TNTo- -Li mRs ?ATENr-RiGHT TO ER"C POLES-
FR&Ncnîsu--45 VicT. c. 19, s. 2 ONT.

Toronto Elecirie. Lighi Co. v. Toronto (1917) A.f''. 84. The
appellant oompany was incorporated by letters patent issue
under R.S.O. 1877, c. 150, and 45 Vict. c. 19 (Ont.). It was
empowered to conduct electrîcity by any means through, under,
or along, the streets of the municipalities naxned in the patent,-
but ýrL'y upor), and subject ta, such agreement in respect thereof
as, should be miade. between the cooîpany and the niunicipalities
respectively. The company erected poles ini the streets of the
cit.y of Toront., for the purpose of their business, which hiad
been suilered ta renU without objection by the c;ty for sometime,
but which the city had recently ordered the coinpany to remov7e,

and in default had proceeded to remove some of the poles. Thec action was brought to restrain the city fromiso doing. Middleton,
J., granted an injuncti'>n as prayed, and his decision was reveruedÀ,> by the Appeliate Division, 33 O.L.R. 267. The Judicial Com..
mittee of the Privy Council (Lords Haldane, Atkinson, Shaw,
and Parmoor) now affirm judgxnent of the Appellate Division,
holding, that moe acquieseence on the p~art of the cI-ty was not
sufficient ta satisfy the requirements of the statute, which re-( quired a formai agreement to be made; and secondly, that tùe
city bad an absolute right ta prohibit the company f rom con-
structing any works through, under, or &long the streets of thej" city, and not merely a right ta.regulatc hy agrecreent the manner
in which the work should be carried out.


