116

case, and $300 in the other, See sub-
section 23 and 24a of section 7, and sec-

tion 31 Consolidated Assessment Act,
1892,

across the street and hroke down &
the barber’s sign post. He now wants the vill.
age council to pay for repairing the post, Ig
the council obliged to pay ?

2. If the sign post stood on the barber'’s own

property, would the council be liable for the
damage ?

1. No.
2. No.

Public Sohool Fees—Non-Resident,
215.—CLERK.—A man is ags
town, but' lives outside of the corporation,
Has he to pay the monthly fee to send his
children to school 7
Yes. Subject to the Provisions of sub-
section 2, of section 172, Public Schools,
Act, 1891, which reads :
(2.) The parents or guardians of such
nen-resident children, shall

essed for lot in

such fees, together with

school (if any), do not exceed the average

cost of the instructions of the pupils of
such school,

—_——

Batepayers May Appeal—Staty

216.—aA SuBscrIBER, —]. | would like to
knqw if one who ig 1ot a ratepayer in g munici-
pality, can, or hag the right to appeal against
other Assessments 7
2. Say if two adjoining townships, divided
Y & county road, haye & right to perform equal
amount of statyte labor on thag county road 7
1. Any Person has a right {0 complain
of error Or Omission ip regard to himself,
Ut municipal electorg only have a right to

appeal against the assessment of others,
see section

64, subsection 1and 3, Cop-
solidated Assessment Aet, %

2, I.n case of dispute in reference to
townline maintenance, the question may
be determineq by the county councij,

under the authority of section 559, which
reads as follows -

he county council

te Labor on Townlines.

¢ may determine up-
on the amount which each township
council interested, shajl be required 10
apply for the opening or repairing of sych
lines of road, or to direc the expendityre
of a certain portion of the statute labor, ¢r

th, as may feem necessary (g make the
said lines of road equal to other roads,”

e R e N
There are man

their business, but

isn’t roadmaking.

The amendment made to the _Municipal
Act at the late session, to enable county
councils to make Brants to roads, which
lead into country roads, only affects thoge
counties in which county roads are main-
tained.

y farmers whg know
usually their business

LEGAL DEPAR TMENT.
JAMES MORRISON GLENN, LL. B,
Of Osgoode Hall, Baryi

EDITOR,
e —— - v L

ister-at-Law,

LEGAL DECISIONS,

Longbottom vs, Toronto.

iy
Munir:ipalvCorpopations—Negligence-—Defective Sicewalk
~Notice of Action-—Pleading-—y Vic,, chap. so,

sec. 13 {0.),
The defence of want of notice of action
required by section j 3 of the Mumci_pal
Amendment Act, in an action

walk should be set up j
defence, if the stateme
on the point, and the
into the circumstance
Cuse the want or insufficiency of the
notice.  And where the objection in such
a case to the want of notice was not raised
until after the evidence wag closed, a
motion for a non-suit was refused,

In re Hamilton Gas Company and the City

of Hamilton,

nt of claim is silent
judge can then go
s, if any, which ex-

Consolidated Assessment Act, 18

92, section 1 (g), and sec-
ton 34 (2), Assessment of Gas

Mains and Gas Meters,

of a gas company
ty streets, together
h streets occupied
displaced, and that
port and protection
sessable against the
under section 1 (9) ot
Assessment Act, 1892,
on the premises of the
are personalty of the
company, and therefore exempt under
section 34 (2) of that act. Consumers’
Gas Co, s, City of Toronto, 31 C. L, i
488, considered and followed, Hamilton,

ecember 3rd, 1895, Snider Co., I

Held, that the mains
laid ‘under and along ci
with the portion of sug
thereby (i. e., the sojl
necessary for the sup
of the mains) are ag
company as “land”
the Consolidated

but that gas meters
consimers of gag

Stillwell vs. Bayham and Middleton.
Accident on Townline—Notice
days.

The plaintiff sued the townships of Bay-
for injuries_sustained

in writing within thirty

Y his horse, harness and sleigh while
hauling a Joad of logs along the town line
tween the g,

suited the plaintiff,

they
the matter, did not con-
excuse for not having
notice in writing within
learned judge also held

liability at all the two
ntly liable, and there.

THE MUNICIPATL, WORLD

and
hars "o
fore the objection raiseddb)(l)fB:gc ‘
specially pleaded, enure il
the benefit of N_Ilddltat(t)n,t :
suited the plaintiff as to e o e,
also. J. Carruthers forwp A D OWW' :
Glenn for Bayham, and W. ¢ l i
iddleton. o q,,gnd"
Mllgfiffir;?vy section 20, Mumclpftl be ﬁgzﬂ
nd VI g
e
the sut

t tow!

jce mus
ment Act, 1896, the noti;?ﬁs -
in the case of cities, to .

t 10 g il
within seven days, and, exCePL = a5 5!

W 0 b ‘
of the death of the persogt o the
tained the damage, the wabar if
will now be an absolute o the 25
the latter part of section 13 ©

v [ﬂ to Ygu
1894, which enabled a plaint! ving glb“]' ‘

reasonable excuse for nosttruck o‘,.,,‘ﬂ‘;
the notice having been oIy whwaﬁ‘"
the amendment does not :Pt o act
accident happened befollitigatio 5
into force or to pending

York vs. C. P. R

.

dehﬂew
Mr. Justice Rose .recetl;tl%emegn?o;,
judgment upon the disp o col“%n{
J(‘.. P. R. and the township Rail"”%)mﬂ
York. Some time ago‘thenci s
mitte of the Privy 'Couthe
made an order directing .

York and the county 0t
with the city of Toronto s
taining gates for the p

he cost of the

ion % gt
tect! sld.ﬁ e

{way Cro%® St
Canadian Pacific Railway € the °5f

streets i0 ¥ e
Dufferin and Bathurst strﬁet “count). ‘
The township of York arlllailway Coeff and
York contended that the i ordent s
suc up?
tee had no power to make pased Wi

€ P
took up the case /eyt
Judge Rose to l{)eputY Attor ot

these objections. r the 0700,
eral Cartwright z‘ippearegerfo Rob‘“":,o i
Government ; Christop Ayles Sl
Ciyfor the C. P, Ri-A n

3 aradly WO
Q. C., for the township ofozg T A e
C.. C.’Robinson for the ¢

U #
conclusion of a lengthy a8 Wh’-chbéld

court made known its deC‘z‘ggé Rose ol
in favor of the railway. e ws
that the Railway Comm ot~ der
within its rights in maklr;]ge toW“Shg :
plained of. - Therefore t the

county of York must hele fotg;ﬂl

0
Toronto bear the cxprenéfe poad
the level crossings © s
Bathurst and Dufferin stre€®

Desirable Tenants: el Uy
Byieaies i DR 10"
Ave: you & chess PIJCC I;e!:i1
(+1
landlord of a ProSpeC;;;uses o e
prefer to have my

.

er: pﬁ‘
Chel\?f) plIay:::' not a chess P ’éuisr. |
> J

n .
n a S!
can’t account for such

ference.

only #%2
move so soldom, and 4

deliberation.

i S T ¢
The amendment to th:?) At; & Legish
made at the late session o of asses®
does not exempt the goomxe.s ;

ants from seizure for o
goods of subsequent tena

A0,

b

a ; !
woshlf g
o 945

e

)
essi'pum,’ ;
It is simple enough. Chaftz" 5’“ :




