
RE BAYLLSS AND BALFE.

83- Section 70 provides that the assessment roll as
aseas it must be, by the Courts of Revi'sion, shalh be

1 biud ail parties concerned, notwithstanding any defect
cornmitted i or with regard to such roll, or any defect,
inisstatement in the notice of assessment or the omission
m~ or transmnit such notice.
as to the by-law, it did not seem to be open to any sub-
o~bjection; it, in substance, complied with ail the reqffire-
the Act upon which it was based: and the assessments

too were subject to appeal to a Court of Revision, but no
gainst them was made, nor was any motion to quash the
lade; instead, the appellants had, ever since it was. passed,
yinig,%wýithout objection or fault-finding, ail the taxation
,se lands under it.
was there any good reason for holding that the lands
t by the work done under the by-law were freed from
for that benefit merely because the muniicipality had in

rchased the debentures made under it i connection ýwith
king f und,.instead of selling them to a stranger: see the,
ated Municipal Act, 1903, sec. 420 (3), the Acýt applicable

Appeal dismissed.

HIGH COURT DIVISION.

1. JAX'JUÂRY 17,ni, 1917.

*R1E BAYLISS AND BALFE.

rmýveyance of Land in ConitemPplution of Marriage-Grant Io
stec Io U,8es of Wif e-H labeýýInu-Separate UeOea
of Stat'ute of U.ses--Fu(ture Contingency-Tite Io Land.

in by the venxdor for an order declaring that arn objection
the purchaser Wo the title Wo land, the subjeet of a mn-
sale and[ purchase, was not a good objection.

motion was heard in the Weely Court at Toronto.
Treleavent, for the vendor.
Gallaglier, for the purchaser.

E, J., in a written judgment, said that tiie objection was
t of a deed dated the 26th October, 1886, miade in anticl-


