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GOUIRT 0P APPEAL.

FEBnRTjY 1ST, 1912.

HALDIMAND v. BELL TELEPHONE C0.
rations-Teepkone Company-Right'to'Erect
idge-Conàent not Given. by Municipalty-43
sec. 3 (D.)--45 Vict. eh. 95 (D.)-Restrîctions
sec. 248,of Railway Act (D.)-A7pplcatïon ta
ilway Commîssioners-Trespass-Injuncio....

plaintiff froxu the judgment of LATORFORD, J.,

Lw heard by Moas, C.J.O., GARROW, MACLÂREN,
MOE, JJ.A.

i, K.C., for the plaintiffs.
nton, K.C., for the defexidants.
I. :-The plaintiËe' action wa6 for, an order
fendants to remove their poles from the piers
iing the Grand river at the village of CayÙga.
the eounty counceil, gave permission to the

en a saal scantling fixture to, the rafters of
ing about three feet froxu the side, upon which,

The wires rernainfrid.thereuntil 1907, when
rnoved thern to th wnr aide of the bridge,
ion poles insertedj-,»'uthe stone piers of the
-e some negotiations between the parties as'to,
to rexuain, but no agreemnent was corne to.

ce, the defendants, under their charter, 43
imended by 45 Vict. ch. 95, claimed a right
ýn done.
e h.eld that, under sec. 248 of the Railway
ch. 37, the defendants could flot do what
tout the consent of the rnunicipality, or, fail.


