
ROBINSON v. MOFIP'ÂqT.

dor are Open onlY to the ehildren of deeeased ilembersi of the

It is flot carried on for profit or gain, nlor i the land oi,
any part of it occupied by a tenant or 1csseê.

Question: -"Is this home an institution entitled to exemption
fromr taxation, as held by mie, under the provisions of 9u~ee
of we. 5 of the Assessinent Act, R.S.O. 1914 eh. 1951"

The case was refcrred by an order in couneil, and was heard
in Chamnbers on the 5th October.

1). Hienderson, for the town corporation.
W. If.. Hunter, for the society.

HIoDGrîs, J.A., said that the Assessuient Act, R.S.O. 1914 eh.
195, sec. 5, sub-sec. 9, exempts " every ... orphan asylunw;"
and the institution iii question cornes literally within those
words. The words following-' 'and every boys' or girls' or in-
tantu' home or other charitable institution eonducted on philan-
tharopie pr-inciples and flot for the purpose of profit or gain"-
indieste that the orphan asylum must be a charitable institution
within the meaning of the cases cited by counsel for the town
corporationl.

The judgxnent in Struthers v. Town of Sudbury (1900), 27
A.R 217, dealing with a hospital, states the principle to
b. apphied; and the changes in the statute since that decision
suggest that it has been accepted by the Legisiature as correct.

Question answcred in the affirmative; costs foflow the resuit.

IIIGH C'OURT DIVISION.

SUTHELANI, J.OCTOBEU 18TH, 1915.

ROBINSON v. MOFFATT.

Iff tt et raedt fo Purch&ue Land-Repudialion-A bsence o f
Fraid«-cion, to Jecover Mote y P<îd on Accoitnt of Pur-
c.hiase-Resc-ission-Specilic Performance-Costx.

A.ctioni to recover, $390 whîch the plaintiff had paid tu the
neel(itt upon a contract for the purchase of ]and, and] foi,

rfflimion of the contraet, or, in the alternative, for speeifie
pefrmne.

Thc, actioni was begun on the l9th October, 1914; the plain-
tjff alleging that be was an infant, and suing by his next friend.


