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MAGEE, J.A., said that, whether or not anything but ques-
tions of tact was involved, and whctlier or flot an appeal on
questions of assessment was intended to bie allowed, the inatter
iii <ontroversy for the purpoe of an appeal f rom the deeision
of the, Divisional Court was flot shewn to exceed $4,000.

Refernice was made to City of Toronto v. Toronto Electrie
Lighit Co. (1906), il O.L.R. 310; Canadian Pacifie R.W. Co. v.
<it.y of Toronto (1909), 19 OULR. 663; Beardmore v. City of
TJoronto (1910), 2 O.W.N. 479; Fréchette v. Simoneau (1900),
31 S.C.R. 12.

Application refused.

1-IGI-1 C-,OlRT D)IVISION.

Lra.NOX, J.' AuousT l4TH, 1915.

WFÂLS1 v. TORONTO POLICE IBENEFIT FUND.

Petision-Bem? it Society ?-Toronto Police Force-Dismissal of
Member -Board of Police omsinr-vetain
without Notice-Rules of 8ocity-Faii'lire of Commit tee
to (Jomply with-4Judgment-Declara tion of Right to Pen-
seion and Allowance.

Ac(tioni for a declaration that the plaintiff was a member in
goodl stadinlig of the defendant society, a benefit or friendly
soity register-ed under the Insurance Corporations Act, 1892,
anld hadi eomiipleted a service as a member of the Toronto police
forceýt whieh entitled him to retire and reecive a half-pay pen-
sion for life, with an additional al.lowance for each year of ser-
Vice.

The plainitiff joinied the force on the 28th February, 1886,
andi( his service was; continuous f rom that date until the 28th

Api,1914, when hie %vas said to have been dismissed by an
Mrder of thec Board of Plolic.e Commissioners.

Tho actîti was* tried without a jury at Toronto.
M. K. Cowani, K.C., for the plaintiff.
1). T. Symtons, K.C., for the defendants.

LENNO-X, J., read a judgment in whîch he deàlt with the
facets anid saiid that the plaintiÎf wus not entitled to retire in

theaunm of 1911 on the ground of ill-health. There was ne


