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children or any husband of either of my
children, daughters (C.M. and A.E.F.), have
any dlaimi or demand upon the said execu-
trices, etc., but their respective shares shall
be k.ept and the interests, renta and profits
thereof shial be paid and allowed to themn
annually.

Iu an action bv C.M. and A.E.F. to have
the said shares paid over to thein, untramel-
led by any trust, they ciaiminig that the abso-
lute bequest could not be cuit down by doubt.
fui words or by implication, and that the
restriction as to dlains of hulsbands and
creditors was repugnant and illegal:

Hded, affimring the judgmetit of the court
below (2o N.S. Rep.- 71), that the clear iii.
tention cf the testator was that the pri-cipal
of the said devise should be retained by the
executors and only the renta, etc., paid ta the
devisees during their lives.

Appeal disinissed with costs.
Hczr 'i, ltitchi&' ail] llVcstoi, for appellants.
Graham,. Ttippcv and Parker, for respondents.

Dec. 15, i888,
Romni.ITSON V. PUGH.

M1ar'i,î ipisi,ace-l;'arranity as Io date of sait-
.ng-Liniitation of actioit-Proof of loss-
Protest-nacîrate staieinent in.

A policy on the huli cf a vesse! contair.ed
this clauise :-"Warranted to sail neot latcr
than 3rd Dec., 1882." And thaton the fîuîgbt
the following :-" NVarranted te sal fromn
Charlottetown not later than 3rd Dec., 18.
The vessel ieft thie whiarf at Charlottetown on
Dec. ,3rd, but'meeting with bad weather she
came tn anchor aone two or threc miles
froin the wharf, but within the harber cf the
part, and pi oceced on ber voyage on Dec, 4.

Hedd, affirining the judgmcent cf the court
i>elaw (2o> N.S. Rep. 15), that there was a c,'n.
pliance wvith the warrant), ini the policy on
the butll, but not with that iu the poiicy on
frtight.

An action on a marine poiicy was prescrîbed
te twelv mnonths from, daimi for loss or
damnage heing depositcd at the office of the
assL'rera. The vessel being lost, a protest
was >deposited at the office cf the insurers,
which stated the voyage te have comimenced
at a date later than that warranted by the

pohicy. Subsequently the master who, had, Y,
sign 'ed the protest deposited with the insur. 'ý
ere a declaration stating that the vessel had
saiied at a date within the poliey, and that h.: ý'
had misstated the date in the proteat through -ý
ignorance cf the language cf the country in;I7M
which it was made. An action was brought
on the policy within z2 months from the deà
positing cf the amended statement, but more -

than 12 nionths from the service of the protest.
Hdld, aiso, ai.irming the judgment cf the

court below, that the proteat was a dlaim for.-
loas or damage within the 'ineaning cf the con-
dition in the policy, and the action wvas toc
late.

Appeai dismisscd with corita.
Hen ry, Rit chie, and Weston, for appeliants.
Graliai, Tuppcr, Borden and Parker, for

respondcnts,
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Assessmcent Act-R.S.O, 1877, cht. i8o, seOs, 1559

156, 1 14t 129, 130, 131-Tax sale, ini.alidity
cf-Lismitationi of time for iimpeat-ig-
Paynient of ta xes-Residesit and ccc .resident
roll-Distress for payment of taxes.

The two year-siinited by sertion 156 R. S.0.,
ch. i8o, for inipeaching a tax sale, rua
frein the tixue cf iiiakin,r the tax deed, not
frein that cf the auction sale.

The word sale in that section can be pro.
periy understood only in the sense cf con-
v'eyance.

Htciisoie v. C'allie,', 27 C.P. 249, Cillrcit v.
Fruton 28 C.P. 204. approved of. The con-
trary view expressed in Smjith v. Mfidland 4
0.R. 498, lýyttie- v. BlOddy( 10 0.Rý 530, ('ta-
toit v. Shibley ie O.R. 295; and Devsrill y, GCe
i 1 0. R. 222, dissented from.

Unoccupied land dîvided into lots was as-
sessed for the year 1879 and entered in the
non.resident division cf the assessment roll,
but instead cf being assessed by the numbers
and naines cf the lots aloe, separately valued
and without the naine cf the owner, it was
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