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~n rente do nlot apply, as. thA Court has no power to amend a peti.
tion of right without the consent of the Orown and t.hat any'pro-
posed amendnient xnust be flrst.submitted to the Lieutenant-
Governor and approved of by hlm.

P. Ayletivorth, for suppliant. N.-Perrars Davidso4, for thé
-~.~r-4Crown.

Mulock, C.J Ex., Anglin, J., Clute, J.] [Oct. 4.

RE VILL~AE OP NEW13UPGI AND COLINTY or LENox AND ADDINGJ-
TON.

Municipal iaw--Liability of county for maintenance of bridge.

Appeal by the county f roui the judgment of the county
Cjudge ivho found that the county was required to build and

maixitain certain bridges crossing the Napanee River in the
-i' MWVillage of Newb, rgh. The river in question. where it passes

through the Village of Newburgh, divides into two channels,
which re-nrite, enclosing an island. These two channels at that
point constitute the river. The river is more than 100 feet ini

-idthi above and below the ifflnnd. The road, whieh it is ad-
niitted, is a highway leading, through the county, passes over
those channels by bridges. The channel crossed by one bridge
i6 38 feet in width, and the channel crosspd by the other brid ge
is 80 feet in width. The island contains 5 or 6 acres. The
question was, whetlher, under the Act, ihe county concil had
exclusive jurisdietion over these bridges. The statîrte declares
that the coanty couneil shall have exelusive juri9diction over
all bridges crossing streams% or rivers over 100 f eet in width.

Held, that the statute has referenec to the width of the
river, and flot to the length of the hridge.. The two chaunels
of the river being together, admittedly over 100 feet in width
at the place where it -is crossed hy the bridges in inestilon, the
matter is concluded, The case iq one clearly within the pur-
view cf the statute. Sec Regina v. Couittj of Carleton, 1 O.R.
277.

Meintyre, K.C., tor appellants. Wltin.qi, K.C., for village
corporation.


