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In Gftg<miD v. er, two pa=ads of land were rateti ta the defendant with
his hrother William as occupants, anti to hum andtis i two brothers as IlWm.
Ket, & liros." as owners. . There coulti b. thus no doubt that the lands rateti,
su far as appeareti upon the. face of the. roll, were properiy rateti to William
ICer ai the defendant. The only doubt wts as ta the sufficiency in value
arising from the. uncertainty as ta wbether the. defendant was a leaseholder of
one of the parcels, or a freeholder as ta bath. And as ta this point he was
perniitted te alfer evidence. This, of course, would require no amentiment of
the. rall, as the names were written opposite the description of the lands, and in
the. same line, anti the Jettera F andi H in the proper calumni; the. only question
apparently being as ta which was applicable.

For the relator the. following, among other cases, were citeti: Reg. ex rel.
,Ford v. Cautingham, i 'C.L.J. 214 ; R«g. ex re. Fituil, v. Semandie, 5 P.R.
X9 ; Reg. èx re. Carli v. BecdmWii, i P.R. 278 ; Reg. ex rel. Hamillon
v. Pito*r, 8 P.R. 225.

These cases seem ta show thRt the reviseti assessment roil is conclusive
as ta rating: that aithough the candidate niay have abundant praperty, if ho
be not rateti for such in bis own name (or iti that of uis wife) it cannot avail
hum. And se. s. 65 of the. Consolidated Assessment Act, 1892.

Now, ta return ta the. present case. A mament's cansideration wili show
that the. mere bracketing of the. names of the. defendant and uis fatiier would
flot answer. The. assessor coulti not have donc this and have praperly made
the. declaration required of iu as ta the. correct:?ess of the rail, upan its corn-
pletion. It wouid flot have been truc. Tiie parcel assesseti ta the tiefendant,
the. 25 acres, was bis prnperty-.-soley. His fatiier had no interest wiiatever ini
it. If the. names hati been bracketed as they stand on the rall, it would have
meant that tiiey werc joint owncrs of bath parcels, andi this wouiti fot have
been correct as ta cither. The. only way ta rectify the assessment and show
proper qualification ini the defendant would appear ta h. ta leave the assess-
ment as ta the 25 acres to stand as it is, separate from the other, and ta amend
the entry as ta the roo acres by entering the name of the defendant above
that cf bis father, placing thc letter T. opposite the. defendant's name, and
carrying out the particulars as ta the property in the praper columns, as pro-
vitiet ini the Assesanient Act, anti bracketing the. names.

If il is in my pnwer ta thus amenti tic rall, in what respect wouid 1 not
have tie power ta amenti ;-? If I couiti do this why could I flot aisa rearrange
or vary aIl tie enîries an the roll? In such case wheîe would bic the. raison
d 6tre of the. Court of Revision, anti what force or effect would b. loft in s. 65
of the. Consalidateti Assessment Act, 1892 ? I îhink it much safer anid more
nearly in accord with bath tie letter andi spirit of the Act, as well as wiîh tie
authorities cited, ta haldti laI I have no power or autioriîy ta amenti the roll
as suggesîed, or ta 1 go beiind"I it ; anti, therefare, I adjudge that tie defenti.
ant was flot properly qualifieti as a County Councillor for tie County of Prince
Edward, andi order that he b. remaved froni the. office.

As ta caïs, il was pressed upon me tint if 1 shouiti consider mnyseif
abligeti ta holti thc tiefentiant nat qualifieti, as is want of qualification waulti
result from a mere error ini entering tie assessaient ini the. raIl, the tiefendant


