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an(! ite etinîîlaîînts. . . . ere ils 11ece_"sar, tor thlat
purptise as thtev wooden ýùction. They ai, ar tiîficial :strucurrcý,
and the athoriti.s referred to bv the Jiidçre ampix warrant
the conclusion that thev forîti part of au entire structure
wlîwlî miax properly bcecalled a bridge.

1 do nut thinký that see. tila, is to bce read as~ applyîug
only to bridges crsigrix rs, streams, ponds, or lakes.
There is nothing in11 1khe language of the section its-elf so lîu-
îiti ', and, as appears to tue, no0 reason why it sdîould be so
liiii i tl. M\'bat the Icgislature hl ini view was te retieve towu-
shl i muicipalities, upon which that duty is prinuarjil in-
posedl of thle burden of mnaintaining long, and therefore ex-
pt'ni.ixc. bridtges, which were were flot mierely local in their
chiaracter, but were on important highiways affording ineans
of conirunnîation to several municipalities, and to cast tîtat
but'(en on the county, and no reason ocdurs to tue whv the
legislature mus, We taken to have eonfined that relief to
bridgres crossing rivers, streamns, lakeýs. or ponds, and to have
therefore excluded bridges crossing ravilnes....

It was strenuously argued by counsel for the appcllants,
that, however the law inight otherwise have lieou, the pro-
visi ons of sec. 605 of the Consolidated Municipal Act, 1903,
as iuterpreted by a Divisional Court in ra~.vî,rs v. Towunlp
of Gloucester, 15 0. 11. 214 . render il inipossible to applv to
the construction of sec. 617a the authorities upoîl which the
Judge proceeded.

1 amu unable to agree with tînt argutîteii.

Section 605 lias no application to tlh case. Its provi-
sions apply only Ito cases lu which two municipalities are con-
corned, the one, having jurisdiction over the bridge and the
other over the ihwv: Johnston v. -Nelson. 17 A. R. 16.
In this case if is iupon the respondent, anti upon tIent alone
that by law the dnîty of keepîng in ropail' both the bridge
and the highway rests, and thc Purpo..t' ot the application
which they have made is to obtain a tranisfer of that liability
as to the bridge froin thein to the appelbsnit,,.

In my opinion, the order of the Judgt. of the County
Court is right a.nd shonild be, affirined. aud the appeal from it
dismissed with, costs.


