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ti flnd the land of the company assessed uipon
he Pr'esent roll as follows:_

8 lots, or 2 34 acres, part lot 39, at $700
a.. ............................ $12,500

a, 2 ce, Part lot 39, $2,000 pcr acre. . 22,500
2a resp ar lot 39 farrn- land, at $150. . 300

lýUidin , .. . . .... . . .... ... ... 15,000

lotal, ail freelîold I)roperty ........ $5o,300
-ÀPlan prodo(-et marks the lands owned by

the 'Flicanv Th palrt coloured ylovis call-
ed the Ilnla3 road\,ay-,' the balance Il oc-
CtlPied landU Lines upon the plan showv \vhat the
as'sessors caîl roatdwNay. 'l'le assessors ass'essed
roaîî\way 514. ac(res ; lands in actual lise and oc-
'ilPation of the coînpanly, 634 acres , and tIfoc-

Ct1.lietl land, 4 acres ;in ail 16 aCcs. i t is ad-

iltted tlt ail the landîs upon the plan, except
the Piortion, 514 acres rodly cxtending to

()regon street, \v-as purchased hy the coiiipany
for Stji) grounids.

1 have been able 10 flnd orily threec cases
in otîr courts bearing uipon the question11 i
dlispute. This isppears strange(),, for- withirn
t'le li3its of cvery city and toôvn in o ntariî)

Ofle or other of the railwaycotane OW

lands t'poni which airecerected b3uildIings for

Stations, offices, workshops, etc. flow those
lanids and. buildings have for years been assessed,

Wýhat Portion as roadway, and what Portion aS

r«e';l Property in the actual occuption, of the

rtailYs, aI)pears to 13e unknowvn as far cas -.

(ttna. I heard in evidence for the tirst uie

hat three of the county judges in th3e vicinitY Of

Ottavýl rendered judgnîcent in sup)port of the
Corflpany,5s contention. 'lhle judgmcents wcrc not

reported and are not produced, and 1 ain nOt

therefore awvare of the (grioundi(s iii \ýhichi those

Jt1dgients1 lo-eded.

Fhe floigarc the case-s I have 1)een able

to fln(l in our, report<-clI /r/(fZ'U

Coiay V. ~ 5UCR. 16 8 e pc îalcase

SOlwitted to 113e Court as follows:' "The cOmll

Pan'Y being assessed, as they contcnded illpro-

PerlY, under section 30 of chaP. 55, 22 Vict.,

't PPealecl to the Court of Revision otf the Muti-

cipal CoLIrIIl:', \vhich confirmeèd the assi3i
1'aeby the assessor, and fr-oni this deisoii

tecOînipany appiealecî to the J udge of the

Yýoný Court, Nvho, 113<11 hie;i lil the appeal

arnended the 'inatter thus

Mtatio 0 andi Btîliiîns .. .............. £ î, 1,00

kaiwayandsuprsructure ............
L2 2,00C

Th.he first quiestion subimitted \vas Il wl3ethe.

teassessiîîent roll (as'ainended and <-orrected
bY the Juldge) sihows thalt the conipany were ille-

laIe Cassessed for superstructure, to wvhich tht

"'te hief~ Justice Robinsonl replies, Il \e find

tinIg in any statuite whichi relates to the ques-
ti3Subnîiltted in this case besides the 2 1 St clauisc

argth 'Vict., chap 182, and it is admnitted in thc-
ý"grenîs that there is no0 otlier enacti-eflt or
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the subjeet. 'l'le language of that clueiso
plain3 10 admit of a dîît.TeLgîatrels
expressl)Y dii ectcd whalýt i s t .o 13e assessed, and il'

respect to tîte r-oacliva> il is the actubil vaIle Of

the land occupicd by the road Nvhich the asses-

sorsare10 lac up(13the roll, and it is il' so

nîany words directetl that th3e value shf and13
estil3iated accordiuig to tlie averalge value ofl0

.i the locality iii which it is located. That e--
clne suesrcue sucli as iron, rails, etc.ý

'lhle assessniielit as 10 the vle~ftespr

structure uplli 11e Ilroad " 'vas reduced, but the

assesinlît a atcred and corrected 1» the

CounY J d~eu1301 station andl )uilcln gs

stood as a correct îl551<ý ~ihu leal3

13 eae(f 113e Cief Justice.
I n 13e i/y / TraitO v.Grel H 's/erfl Ralil.

Ian tu' 2 .CR 50 the assessors assesscd

cer-tain' ianhi tf the coitpîlnY uipon w-hidi there

was a large franie bUiildilig used entirelY for- rail-

Nvay pLUrposes. Several ra(i1way tracks wvere laid

throtgh 11e buliig * the clcrk-s' Offices, atn

roollis, freight sheds, hagygagIer(i35 eraI

'0tebicliî3g,. File land xvas assessed at an-
anntiilh le of $ "00, and thie staition a t $1 ,500.

Fr0133 this assessîllent the conîpany appeald1

the Courtl of Revî'sioil, w-ho contiflchl tlle;assesý«s-

nMent, and the coiiipaniy appealcd 10 thc Cou13tV1

udge. The Coulty' J udge affiried the assess-

ment, 13ut declared his judgmnent to be subiect

to the deteriiiinatio
3 of a superior cort Cl'icf

Justice D)raper i13 hI judghentsav the 1

th3e question itself, (that is as 80wehe h

buildîing should be assessed \vith lands), as at

presenit advised, we do îîot îl3ink it wvouîd he

founl 10 present any great difficulty, and01 f t13e

city- assessors and the Court of Revisiol3 had put1

the two valuies ilito OneC, as formning 113e Whole

valuation of the Il land" thoug there nih1a\ e

î3een an apl3Cal 10 t13e County Judge ite

question of excessive valuatio3, and lie 133(151

have confirillehi or rcduced it, we (10 iîot sec 130w-

unlder the stattlte bis clecisioii ((3uld have 1)een

13iought iii question." I coiisider that these

two cases goi far iii deciding that stationi build-

iligs shotild 13e assessehl \vith the landcs (113013

\vhich they are erectedi, and that the landîs onl

which buildinigs ýare erected are iiot i-oadways

witlii t13e nnîiiIg Of t13e Assess33eit Act. 7T

Grel J~c/crt i'a//WaVil Cout/5aiV vc. To't of'

IVid~,2 TJ.k .193, w~as an alpdal frolin

the Court of Revisioti 1<) the Couulty J udge wlîo

descril3ed the land a-ý foîlows: "'The lauoc

mlostlY uinder %vater, but re( laiinîed by tilliî3gV M

an radiî3g aI grecat expeise, takeîi by t13e

assessors as lan3d o-cupiel ly the road, seeis

properly s(3 conisiderecc, as it really was taken

froîin the ni3a, d ajoining tracks, off sets

*sNvitclics anti une tab3les, hein,,ixdniihiir

and wvorks appurteflaiî thereto, erections and

Iapproal3es, withotut which thîe railway couîd n(3t

* le ~vre. The judge with thîe assessor-,

decided the land to 13e leroadway." The learned

- ,ude I think, properly decided the rails t.

t0 be superstructure and exempt, but 1 arn not


