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obligations of those agreements, so, far as they relate to such
portion of tbe track. As bas already been said, thiere has
been no statutable release from those obligations, and it Îs
elear beyond the neeessity of argument, that if those obliga-
tions stili exist, the proposed new line is not in conformity
with them. Thieir Lordships further are of the opinion that
thle proposed i ne is neither a deviation nor a deflection with i i
the îneaning of the statutes quoted in the argument, relative
to the powers of railway companies in general, or the appel-
lants in partieular, to deviate or deflect their tracek. but is
a new line whieh the appeflants are desirous of constructing
and operating without having obtaÎned any franchise or
statutory authority so to do.

Thleir Lordships will, tberefore, humbly advise Ris
Majesty that this appeal should be disniissed. The appel-
lants will pay the eosts of t1e appeal.
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CountyR Cou~rt Jurisdiction-Amount Claimicd leyond Ordinary Juris-
diotîon- No Dispute by le.fendant-10 Fd'.lIl., C. 30. 8. 22.
8&. 2 -1 & 4 Oco. 1V. c. 18, s. 15 -Unimnitfd J iiri8dicion Con-
frrrd tpou County Court by Operation of Secr4tion -. Action
agaîn8t Municipal Uorporation-Jlec and lSnow on Sidewalk -

Quantum» of 1)omages 4ppeal-Inerrase of saute by Appellate
Court.

81-1. CT. ONT. (1st App. 1)1v.) held. that 10 Fdw. VIL.. c. 30,
s. 22, -s. 2, as amendod ýby 3 and 4 Geo. V. e. 1". m. 15. ronfers upon
Cournty Courts, juirisdie-tion to any amounit inmd the statement
of dimi, whero the, de(fend)ant does tiot diisput, t1w jurisdition either
i bis app)earanc,ý- eor staienient o!fene

Judlgmeint o!f W-çjNCii:srER. CoJ,, varied by ineroeasing the dam-
ages awarded plaintiff fromi s$500 to $750, with rosts.

Appeal by plaintifffrom ugetofli lNoi uo
WINHESERSeniior ugeof York Count v Court, award-

ingf the plaintiff, ý4 drfmbete suin of $500 maîae
byresn finjuiries, sustýa1idi liobr througli a faîl lipon

an iy sdewlk.'Ple acionwasbrogbtfor $2,000 dam-
age~i andthe efendnts id nt dispute the jurisdîetion.

The learned trial Jgewilntmkig adfiit nding
on the point, iifntiatd ftat lie did noýt conie abd e had
juris;diction ii) award the plaintiff over $500 as damnages.
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