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the coixpany " at $'d5,000, and pu' ta.xes th)ereon, the portion
lese to (hcw Bros. could be rightlytav over again.

iThe assessmrent, roll 1 mnust eonsider as oniý ie and it
shows the respondent and his partnir assossd at $2J000 for
certain "real property?" TJnder tho( Aýzssessmnt Act, sec.
2, " real propertv " and " real ustaio - include '4ail buildings
or othor things erected. upon or afi7îxed te tie land, and al
maelâiiery or oflior things so fixed fo aîy building as to formn
in law part of the rcalty."

Tho assessor appears, tiieroforo, by bis action to have in-
tended the assessniont to lio upon flic uldns etc., for,
though he huis placed opposite the respondent's naine "G.T.11.
lease," titis mnust have boon only to dlistinguiîsli \dat port ion
of " Con. 1 Tay, part lot 108 " (which lic hiad jus>t bofore
entercd on tho roll>lho intendod to aissoss.

Evidenc was tendered to shiew that, besidles ilie ruspondent
and Leatherby, George Ciew was a partner îi the business,
thougli " oîily by word of inoith " as respoadent s tatfed. E ven
if 1 should hold thtat this was sulicient to deprive the( re-
spondent of any claim to more than one-third of tho pýropo)rty,
thore was stili onoughi to porîiit three persons to quaify-
the assessment being $2,000, and the rcqnired qualification
only $600-that is, by considering the propertYvasse as
"creal property?" The caue of Riegina ex rel. MceGre.gor v.
Kcrr, 7 U3. C. L. J. 0. S. 67, shows that thîs $2,000 niay be
equaily divîded te qualify candidates, as wclI as to qualify
clectors.

Anothoer objection was takon by Mr. Finlayson, viz., that
luis property was affected by a largo incumbrance.

The evidence the respondent gave on this point was this:
"The property is subjeet to $2,000 and upwards of lions,
charges, and incumbrances." And to Mr. llodgins lie stated(:
"We gave the bank security to the extent of $10,000 forý
nioney borrowed . . . timber limîts are part of thie
security to the bank-value $60,000 to $80,000?"

The manager of the bank, Mr. Craig, bngcalledL, said
tlîat the timber limits wefe sufficient to) sa Illte bank.

This, thon, would appear to nme to bc a case for mnarshalling,
and it must not be forgotten that, taking an equitable viow
of the case, the firmn of Chew Bros. have, in a mianner, con-
tributedl their quota te the taxes of the municipality by carry-
ing ont their agreement to do certain things (for the evident
benefit of the( municipality) which entitled them to exemp-
tion fromn ta-xat ion, except as te thec $2,000 agro-ed on.


