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s:suiptioa that it was conceded that there had been a breacli
withiùi Ontario; so that we are really flot rev ersilraýtm
that hie lias determined.
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DIVISIONAL COURT

WAY v. CITY 0F ST. THOMAS.

Bk&hdtes-Special Act-Repeal by Implication-Repugnancy
to Subsequeut Gencral Act-Rule of Coitstructicni-As-
sessment and Taxes-Exemption&-Railway-By-at of
M1Jnuiicipalîy-ommuation-Sciool Rates.

.Appeal by plaintiff froi judgmnxt of T1EETZEL, J., ante
19-4, dismissing with costs an action brought by a rate-
payer of the city of St. Thomas against the city corporation
and the Michigan Central and Canada Southern Jlailway
Comipaaies to obtain a declaration of the invalidity of a by-
larw passed by the city corporation on 6th April, 1897, eniaet-
ing thiat the annual sum of $3,750 should be aecepted 1)'v the
eity for each of the succecding 15 years in lieu of aill munici-
pal rates and asscssments in respect of the lands of the rail-
way comnpanies in the city. Plaintiff asserted that the by-law
was invalidl as regarded sehool rates, by reason of the provi-
es0238 of the Sehools Act, 55 Viet. eh. 60, sec. 4. TEZL
J., hield that the provisions of a special statute (48 Vict ch.
f',, sec. 3), authorizing the by-law, were nlot repealed bw the
general, Schools Act.

J. M. Glenn, K.C., for plaintiff
W. B. Doherty, St. Thlomas, for defendant city corpora-

tion.

D. W. Saunders, for defendants railway eonipanlies.

The judgment of the Court (MEREDITH, C.J., BRITTON,
.1, AUE. J.), was delivered by

31EREDITH, C.J. :-WVe think it is impossible to interfere
with the judgment pronounced. by Ur. Justice Teetzel in this
case. For myseif, I agree with the judgment and the rea-
sons wlîich hie bias given for it. It addition to thereon


