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The statute evidently intended that no one should have
thle riglit to bc a member of the govcrning body unless, first,
lie owncd a cranamount of propcrty, and, secondly, that
hie was assessed therefor, so as to be lîable to be called upon to,
îîay biis shiare of the aiount to be nmade up for municipal

\Vcll, the respondent appears teoOwII a mucli larger amount
of propertv than is required to qualify, and if lic does not
appear on the assessament roll as liable for taxes on if, he, as I
have said, does, indireetly, do so.

The, respondent appears te stand second on the poil, and
thoe ratepayers have thius expressed their confidence ini him, se
that 1 would be lmath to set aside thcir choice, unless 1 was
clearly dr1iven to do so.

1 corne now te thie last question to be considered, and titat
is the aled disqualification of the respondent.

Section 80 of the Act enacta that "no person having
b)y himso1f or his partner an interest in any contracf wifh or
on behiaif of the corporation . . . shahl bc qualified te,
ho a minber of the couneil of any municipal corporation."

Andi it is cliarged that, by reason of the agreemnent above
set onit, wliereby Chew Bros. are exempt from any taxation
beyvond $2,000, the respondent is disqualifie.

In flic first place, no contract is shewn to exîsf befween
respondenti and the corporation.

A contract for this exemption existe betwecn the flrm of
Chew J3ros., consisting of George Cliew and Thomnas Chcw,
and they gav e good consideration for fthc exemption.

Whien they frnlirc h business to the new parfilera,
the respondent (Manley Chew) and Ljeatherby, they, doubtiesa,
hiad to pay for the benefit attached to the propcrtY by reason
of the exemption, and thaf exemption cannot be said te benefif
11-m se as te bring fhem, within the spirit of the Acf.

I think if immaferial, however., te eonsider that point,
I arn referred te the case of Rehgina ex rel. Hlarding v.

Bennett, 27 0. B1. 314, in support of the objection. Without,
however, goîng into an examinatien of that cms, I would point
ouf that the Municipal Acf of that day lias been inaterially
amended since on fliat point.

The amendmnent I refer te is that contained in flic Muni-
cipal Aniendment Act, 1903, 3 Edw. VIL. eli. 18, sec. 17, and
flis anxendment lias been carried int o tlie foflowing Acf, ch.
19, that whîcli goverus flirougliout in fhis case.

There we flnd if enacfed fIat no person 8ial be held dis-
qualified . . . (b) "by reason of any sucli exemption


