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authority. If the' law is su, it must b~ given fu iilekttt
towii eouflen is a statutofy b(d, IavnN-ie .i~ ytt
legislatur&', and no0 one' îinv i. r If thu- .11iIl o! -l hl
duty be flot transgressed. If tue laiw beý i rtuddthu>
it give the eouneil of Wellanlldtt righti te irect- a;iurr
tion whicbi ray resuit iin dcaîh a'whr \%iilIla aiu ut
50 mniles, or more, the' rt~pni I:it is - at upoxi Oteruiel
and the Court carinot dietit of thMat rspon()xIï1;Iî' on
uiight venture wîtlx soute c onfien l -e \a thatl Suh al dire-
tion eooid not have been given wxith a fli] apeito;
the possible consequences; and probaly ail wil[ Igret'ha
the safeguarding of human life lsu ore imptance,1 1ihan1111
the' beauity of the' streets; but, if th'legsaur a nat
the courrcil the' final judge, ail ut suibînji. Bfrh
ever, sucli a far-reaching dlaim cani bu aillowedl thureo rnuii-
be the clearest expression bf fintentionl 1,y thliaat r i
that sense. Into this we mnust nowi inquliire. Ili Bell Tele-
phone Co. v. Belleviile Electric Lgl i t Co- ,ý t ) 1 î. --)7i , th1-
faets were that the teleplione, comipanilv had(j erct i, hir
poles uponi the streets of Ble i ad two) vershre-
after the Belleville Electrie Co. ercted( thleirs. Tvpan
tiff8, alleging that the defendant's wires were -.ce o neca.r
to their own that it was danigerous whien theintues
were working or i electrie storiins, biroitght thieir acition.1
The defendants contended tha<t thev %hadi( plituoe theirpoe
whiere tlxev had ben directed byv theo cîit\ engine, but the

Couirt held finit the "ity counc-il hiad iiot tht'ghtteto
or prejudice the privilege they« had ailrcvdy grntdth hin
tifs ;" p. 581. i do not thiik thait the(rul cZau 11V any diffor-
ence in principle whether the "piiee of Ilhe p llit Il-
were granted by the muuieip>ality or by' the Ijuinrioni of
Canada-and I think the judgnîcniit ot ilhe Couirt wouild hv
been the' saine ba. tlic Court coniside4ril flu iiisg a
statutorvy one rallier thanii as g-rantied byý th' ity.

It is contended, however, thafi ilt ii-gisiâtuire ili, i,\ tht'
statute of 1906, 6 Eýdw. VII. eh1. 31. sec. '20. izivi-ni this
power to the municÎilityý. Thazt ;section (l amnd sect. 5S o
the (1oniolidated Micipa(iiil ct, 1903i, su als j4 lu ikt e
559 rend thus: " By-laws mayý bN l ie e yteconia
the municipailties, axîd for f lie proe nti eto
spectiveiy iiientioncd, that is to say * .,~ vht
council8 of eitie8, towns, and villagelts .. o


