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It rnay be observed, that accordin&, te
section 532 ofthile Cionsolidatrd Muni-
cipal ALt, 1892, prior tu the vesting of
exulusive jurisdiîLxion over roads and
bridges lying within any township, town
or vi.dage in the ceunty, in the counicil
thereof, such roads and bridges must b.
assumed by a bv-law of the said counicil as
a cuunty road or bridge with the assent
of such township, town or village mnici-
pality. The said section dues not la
terme require that the three subjcts lastly
uientiontd in the said seLtion shuuld be
assumned by by-law of the council. Lt is

the positive duty of the county to perlorm
the necess>ary acts with respect to subicts
two arnd three set forth in said section,
althuugh flic county counicil î.as passed
no by-iaw assuzning sucb subjects. This
section must be read as modîfied by sec-
tions 538 and 556, -anid as mleaning that
tvcry ruad diviuing 4uîfftent townships,
shall when tIssu med by the county court-
cil, be within thie exclusive jurisdiction of
the couny. A township boundary line
<or a road wbxcb forais the boundary lin.
t f a township or bounidary hune between
tujwnships, and a road lorming the bound-
ary hune of a ceunty or b,utndary line
between countit-s) may be assunied, made
arnd maintained at the expenSe of the
county, or the cuunty may grant such suin
Or sums from timle to tinte for the said
purposts as they may deemn expedient.
section 53 inakes it incumibunt ,n couflty
cuuncils tu ertct and maintain bridges
evur rivers, forming or crossing boundjary
huets between two municipalitite <u)tler
than in the case of a city or st-parated
town> within the county. A bridge has
been defined as heing a structure ot wood,
tbtone, brick or iron, raised over a river,
pond or lake for the passage of men and
animais. The word " bridge » may irn-
clude ýuch abtitments as are neressary te
nhake the structure accessible an(] useful.

ie ceunties or coutrnY, city anid separ ated

own respectively, and mxakes provisionl
or the settlieflnt of the respective por-
ions of the expense to be borne by the

nunicipalitits interested? by arbitration,
n the event of the disagreemefit of the

ouncils. It is weilte note that aroad which-
ieswholly or partly between two mun-

cipalbties shall be regarded as a boundary
me within the meaning of the section last

1uoted, although stich road may deviate
~o that it in surie place or places wholly
wihin one of the municipalities, and a
bridge built over a river, croisitig such

road where il deviates shall he held tu be

a bridge over a river, crossifig a boundary
lie within the meaning of said section.
In this connection, tho case of Ashton vs.
the courity of Eigin ' now under coruiidet-

ation hy the Divisional Court in Toronto,
is interesting. The decision, when given,

wUi be duly set out in these columpns.

SMITH VS. FORT WILLIAM SCHOOL BOARD

AND OTHERS.

In this case it was held that the scliool
board of a City, town or incorporated vil-
lage have ne power or authority to enter
into any contract for the builhding of a
school house until the necesýary funds
have been lirvidî d, under section 1 r6 of

cha pter 55 of 54 Vic., Ont., and that if a

certain suni his been provided under that

section for the pur pose of building a

schoul bouse, they cannot be allowed to

enter into any centract or undertake any
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vol. 3, an application was m2d
defendant corporation for a ne,
the action. The Divisioflal (
recently retused to entertain
application, which mneans that Il
ot $6,ooo and costs obtained by
tiIf' at the trial against the di
stili stands.
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