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One ward. and the question is whother that piieei
general or confined to a special class of b-Iw. 'lu Th- t
guage, reati, as, it should lie, in the liglit of thet context., sheuWý
that the ratepayer spoken of there is thetepý e cert
to ini the two preeeding sections, and the case deta1t \w ili isý
that of voting on a by-law for contraetinig a d1eht. Il
its grouping with the jsectionsý iminediately\ przemn al
following shew that it was the inteuntiou ti, tcoinei it to) thati
case. So confining it docs net îierfere witli dterih of
othor electors to exercise their franchise- iii dit. rinanr andi
aceording to the other provisions of thle Ae-t ini ete ase
inrespeet of which they possesis theneear pifiton
TUhe section extends to one elass of e àtto~ a peuial 11rivi-
loge to be exercised in a special case. Tht rs sa
bc se) entitled to vote" indirate a voting under partviw
lar or special eircumstances. And these areasertane
by reference to the two preceding sec.tlin, widi dfine
the ratepayers who are entitled tb vote on a 1,y4v-aw for t-on-
tractiug a debt. And 1 think that the fair initerpretatin
to be put upon sec. 355 is that each ratepayer, :i, led laii

the preceding sections, is to ho enftid to voteo, -111 r>,ýDî,ee1
of a hy-law for contraeting a debt as înentioned ii lite soaint,
sections, ineaeh ward ini which lie has thie qtiiicion neces
sary to entitie hum, te vote on the by-law.

In this section we have the only othe(-r i iit; , r in wh
the riglit to vote more than once on any 'uj tysepe-I
given by the Municipal Act. There are, othler ins1atance [il
whieh, perhaps, the right nîay lie giveni byý i nîlilaltin hb ;1
provision enacting that a by-law is br be a1sgqentd i> 11Nth
electors in. ianner provided for in repet, lf hy4awu
creating debts-or declaring that the pvrf-ons viifflo( it"
vote thereon shall be thc eleetors tjifledoý to voite onr bv -
IW s for the creatiori of debts, é.g.. sc.~(> ~ u

Whcni there are found instances whrei. rîght i- ex-
pressly conferred, whty should we infer an intenltioji bg ro
cognize a similar right in ail casýes? Ought we not ratlier
to infer that the general infent is against any ,wli riglit
and that it exists only iu the inistancues ill N01ih theleih-
ture lias said in terms that it înay lit, rcscI

Stress was laid in argumentt on. thcenug o e.3
as indicating an intention bo give 1(t aiproù hc
niames ar, found in) fieq voter.>' Ï1 1t la be ýjjq1-lelt i


