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<)n(uzrio Railway and Municipal Board--Jurisdiction over El(c-
trio Ilaîlway Crossing Dominion Railway-Work for thc
General Advantage of Canacla-Rat7way Act of Canada(, 51
1Vict. ch. 29, sec. 306-Construction--"ýBralch Line or Hait-
iray"ý-$ecs. 6a., 173, 177, 307.

Aýppeal by the railway company f rom an order of the On.-
tario Railway and Municipal Board, datcd the lOth May, 191.5,
rir4iiîng the eomipany to provîde certain sanitary eonveniences
0on its cars.

The onIy q1uestion raised upon the appeal was whether the
1Board, had juriisdietion to inake any order affeeting the voin-
pany. Thie inorporation was by the Ontarjo Leghdlature; but
the eompany' conitended that its railway had been (îcclared to be

a work, for. the genieral advantagc of Canada, and that it was4,
therefore, nlot subject to the legfisiative authority of the On-
tarlo Leg-isiature or of the Board constituted by Acts of that,

Thev appeal was heard by MEREDITHI, C.J.O.. (IARROW, MAC-

j,,nZE, MýAGEE, anld IlonoiNS, J.J.A.
1. F. H1eimuth, K.C., and 0. H. Levy, for the appellant

eoinpan..
J. R. Cartwvrîght, K.C., and Edward Bayly, K.C., for the

AttoneyGenraifor Ontario and the Ontario Ilailway and
Munl(iial Board.

Thev Attorney-.COenral for Canada was flot represented,
though notified.

MýE1WDITlH, EXJ.O,. deliverîng the judgmient of the Court,
said thiat the initial question wus, whether the railway ever ("amle
undier the legislative authority of the Parliainent of Canada by
havinig beeti declared to be a work for the generai advanitage of
Canada. The contention of the company was that, as its lne
110W (rosses onie of the railways: named in sec. 306 of the Railway
Ae(t of Canada, .1888, 51 Vîct. ch. 29, its railway, although wheul
that A et was paHsed it had not been bui and had flot even been
authiorised to be con8truct.ed, becaie, when it erossed, as it does.


