
222 cANADA LAw JOUENAL.

RE VIEW 0F CURRENT ENGLISH CASES.

(Regiatertd iii aoeor*moe witk thue Copyright Act.>

RAILWAY-POWKRS or BoAuw 0F RA1LwAy ComIuiMîowzu--
OmnaR AUTHORIZINO BRIDGFE-O8 0F WOIIK-ORDER
AGÂINST PROVINCIAL RAILWAY--UJLTRA viRE&--RAiLwAT
AcT (R.S.C. c. 37), sis. 59, 9237, 238-B.N.A. ACT (30 ViÇT.
c. 3), s. 92 (10).

BriEùh Col umbia Eledtrie N'y. v. Vancouver, Victoria and
Eastern Ry. (1914) A.C. 1067. This wni an appeal from the
Supreme Court of Canada afflrming an order of the Board of
Railway CGm-nissioners. This order bad been made in the
following circumstances. The city of Vancouver desired to alter
the grade of four streets in the city which Niere crossed by the

a cks of a railway under Dominion control, and on two of which
atreets a railway under provincial control operated a stree,. rail-
way, and the city applied to th.e Dominion Board of Railway
Commissioners for authority to caat-y the streets over the Do-

mimion'railway tracks on bridges. The Board authorized the
work to be done, and ordered thst a part of the cost should be

oSuminer, and Sir, Geo. Farewell) held, reversilg the Supreu-ie Court

ot Casna, rve, that th or ïRitsa presne sonr di d noth
poar in th curiston to make th order agaînatit. the

odsihedthat the apliaiounsmdenbthe eor ofa the aitway m
miss Dmiionro.N rle was thtteysnidrdthtt ed act hagt thetrma
crawy wouldny beie benefited byth wrgaey them i ichtion

Boacrder yhem to payipart of the cte buteir Lordnships say

there is nothing in the R1ailway Art which gives uny such juris-
diction.


