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IDDELL, J :-By-law No'. 8 apaed1tDcen

ber, 1906, býy the muiipltyo laaty hrwood, &.

for. the coigor. a road aloac.The parltiulr lfacts

leading 11p Vo thelt' in of tilt> y-a are flot inierial, al,

on1 tilt 17th Jinna,. 1907,' this blw was rupealed. Ina the

ilntantime, howcvcur, ;an application haid beten madelt to quasil,

and thýe niatter redlueS Vo a question of cot&nouim-

Portant mnatter.

There was "ai Saying of dhe latu Mr. Jao1 that 0tc li-

portance of questions wasý in thlis ratio fiid cot: scvon

pleaidîng1; alnd l"ir1ver far Iii' bhn-1hw uwits ol tilt,

case:'* pur JaL.J., at pil. 3H. ;il.-, of, liahI v. IEve, 1

ChI. D . :)1. But 1 cannolt cntnu with thle Lord Jusitice

and sa\, " The linme exaployed lin the argument o!f thepewn

case luas bwen whlollyv disaprop)ortionaite to its impoirtance,"

ais M-Nr. )Iddleton, up)on 11Y iitilinatinig aIn opinion that thle

by-law Could nioV have( Stood ailttck contenited hlinself

with arguing that thie applicaition was premtature, as the liy-

law lia, flot been confirxned by\ a bylwof thu cmunty ,oun-

cil, under sec. 660 (2) of the Cttnsolidated MncplAt

1903-wlilei Mr. Moss arguued al) illnovenienti, and iupon

the case of Ilarding v, Cardiff, 2 0. R. 329. Thi., case

decides that ini the case of a by-law opening a street uipon

private property, the applica.tioni Vo qutsh imust be, mrade

within one year froni the actual pasgsing by the coutmcil, and


