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aid to that amolrnt lu the St. Marys and Western Ontario Ilailway
C'o.

TUe hy-iaw was voted upofi on the 2lst May, 1909, and was

carried by a substantial inttjority of thc ratepayers to whom it was
siubilntted.

The objection chiei'ty relied upon was that the voting was not
utpon a lïst of voteras bisod upoxi tUe last revised assesmnent roll, as
ruluired by sec. 348S of IlUe Consoiidated Municipal Act, 1903. Il
mwis unidisputedl that the assesament roil for 1909 was duly returned

bo tUie township eierk on tie 301h April; that the Court of lieviston
sat on the 18111 May; anmi lie voting took place on tUe 2lst May.

C. C. Rlobinson, for the applîcant.

J. C. Makins, for the township corporation.

Tvi'nzvf, 3 -et 65 of the Assessincnt Act, 4 lXlw. Vil.

eh. 23, prlovides for' no'tice(s of ai)peal against tUe assessment roll to,
the ('omrt of' lvi i)ot ing given wit/îin fourteen days afler the
retirtt of' flic roll.

T/tel lasi day for appe)(alîig was therefore on the l4lth May.
(;eIo~6 of thie Aýss-essînent Act provides titat lte first silting

of Llie Court of Itevisiion shall nul bc heid until afler the expiration

of aiI-lasit (Ii dys frutît tuev expiration of lte ltte wiliîii whicii

ilottees or appeals m;iy Uc givei lute clerk of ftic tunicii)alty.

'i1w Clourt cou/di ilot, ttrfeItave legahiy bel its firsl Sifittg

isefore. Ilite ? 11l May, m icit was til-c days aflter lthe voting. Sec

Tobv y vV. WVilsoo, 13 U. C. R. 230.

1 tiiîitk Ilie objectionl ittust bie sustained. Tite Court of Ilevision
i., a judliciai liody apuiv e by the Act, and contains ils whiole jur-

jsdIlutioil frit>) ilt, roi, oi of lthe Act. Lt semist lu e clear,

t1ilrufore-, that it wi4s acling entireiy beyond ît8 jurisdiction in
asu tiîg sit iind( ad(judicate at a lime prohibited by lthe statute,

tînil lIiâ arttiin asu îdle done at sucit silting would bc
vottire/y voîd', anid tIiit lte sesmn roll wiii il purported bo re-

',s %%âis lito ilite Ilâsi revisled aissestuent roll of lthe municipalily at
t/te. tite of tlite vIilcion, withili tew mvtaning of sec. 348; but that

1 lite P-\4 revsul ases vct oil woulid litat of lthe previous year.

Mrj. Mîkis nvke tt curative provisions of sec. 204 of lte
~îiiipi , 11ut I 1 ti inik ilf i imnpossible bo apply ltaI section îin

support% of titi 1>ia, fo r j i inmot be sail li tt lUe disregard of the

postiv rettieiiettsof t/teU statlute by lte Court of Ilevision was an
unsubstatit i ue or otis<u

Iltti to Ilite f itat t/te objection is f undamental and is not

within t/le eatliegory oýf irel/urte ontemplated by sec. 204.


