
MACMAHION, J., held that by-law 2083, not having heensigned by the mayor, who was the presiding officer at themeeting at which it was passed, was inoperative: R. S. 0. ch.223, sec. 333; Canada Atlantic R. W. Co. v. City of Ottawa,12 S. C. R. 379; Wigle v. Village of Kingsville, 28 O. R.378. Until a by-law was passed and formally accepted byplaintîffs hy an agreement binding on1 them, they were actingwithout authority in building a lune of railway and runningcars thereon. The plaintiffs were, therefore, not entitled tothe mandatory order asked for to compel the inayor to sîgil
the by-law.

Th'le plaintiffs asked, leave to amend s0 as to dlaim, inthe alternative, a mnandamus to the council to pass a by-law'n aceord nce ith the resolution of 29th April. Tt was'urged ta,a thie covncil had passed the resolutfion provid-ing for the building by the plaintiffs of the new lines, and usthe plaintiffs had proceeded with and buit some of the linesin accordance with the resolution and with the sanction ofthe city engineer, who furnished the grades for the lin es onteactunsfild avenue and Woodley road, the defendants werebouind. Rt was held, however , that the engineer could notbind defendants by giving the grades; the managzer of plain-tiffs ob>tained the grades from, the engineer, and proceededwith the buligof the fines, taking bis»chances of theresolution being ratifled by by-law. The amendment shouldint he allowed, as, upon the facts, plaintiffs are not entitledto the niandamus.
It was also held, that the council had authorityr to passby« -law 2099, chlanging,,, and Yarying the routes, anid by-law10.reguilatinge the speed and service of the cars on thevarlous routes, was also valid. As to the by-law No. 2101,requirklg plainifis to lay down. a new line and extend thepxisingi line8 to the extent of 7,380 feet of traek, it washield thiat, having regard to the taking into the city' of l.ion-.dloti 'f the village of London West, with its additional,qtree t railwa 'y mileage, the defendants are not entitled te althev trackýs Inentioned in by-law No. 2101, and that by-law

is bad.
-1-1-n ne question arîsing in the case, judgment wasgçiveén as follows.-
'l'le iay*\or,' on the 2lst June, 1902, caused a special

meepting of the council tçe he summoned to consider the streect
rilwv hvla 2083, at whieh meeting thr y-a a,amended was (under the emergency clause of the 1itys b-masrail a tlrst, second, and third tume. The by-lq.w -asearried hy. a vote of six yveas to five nays, Aldermian Prit-
ehiard voting, with the yeas.

('oiinsel for the cit y uirged that the, by-law iras not du]ypassed becauise John fi. Pritchard had been declared entitled


