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<otemmitteýd a breach of sec. 11I of flice award, ' conditions, ten-
ýfer and by' -laiw mentioned in flic 2ndl paragraphi of the st4ite-
me-nt of lai, in that respect.

flihe other qucs-,,tion is, whethcr. under the ternis of the
ag-reement, thie power to make regulations be hecoilied with
1,v defendants; in respect of the plaýe.s at wbîch cars are to bi(-

itappo7 for flhe purpose of taking on or letting off passengers,
ros.. with &efendants or with the city cngineer anti the coun-

d l of plaintiffs, and, if with the latter, whî'thcr flic regulation
nowsought to be erifercc was made in accordancc with the

agrePemeut,

Tie relative clauses of the award, ûouditions, tendler, anti
by4-aw on this point arc as follows:

241. The speed and service nccssarv on eachi main line,
part of samne, or branch, is to he dete,,rminPd hy the city
ongliner andl approved by thc city counicil.

17. Eachi car is té be in charge of a uniformed condilctor,
wbon shall cleairlyv announce the naines of cross-strcets as t'ho

.39. Cars shial only be stoppe( clear of cross.-streets and

Mifway btenstreet.- whcre distance excecds 600 feet.

For many yeanrs defendants stoppedl their cars at ail tho

iar nentiondi in sec. 39<1 but, being of opinion thiat. fewor
yeondeeeýSsarV or de-sirable for te effeeftve w',orkrîng of

t'ho railwayrenl ceased to stop nt niany of themn. Com-
plaintsý bavinig hn maie of the inconvenience caused l>y this

file te ciltv eni exaînined into the unatter and re-
p<tdto the(' council's comi-nittee on works in favour of the

",igoratiron of earl Il the former siopping places, as fol-
1os b el- t- recommend that the Toronto Ilailway ('om-

panY be reqnestid1 to stop their cars at the following points.
-The sevý\eral points or places are then speeîied in

anta. Th eomittifee sent on the report in the isual way
t, thé, boardl of control;, the board . . . passedý it on to

the council for cosd ,ain and the latter by resýolution of
i5ta April adoptedl it uithontt amendment.

Defendlants were notifiedl t» comply w-ith the resointion
an to stop tbeir canrs as provid therebv. This they refused

t, (Io, on varionis g-rounds, contending: (1) that if the mat-
tp vee ithin the jurisdiction of the engineer at ail, he was
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