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Niorth Marysburgh, the defendant bas Dot sufficient property qualifiation.
But it is urged on behalf of the defendant that as he had in fact sich qualifi-
cation, except for what is claimed to bo an error in the entry in tbe Woi in nlot
having bis naine bracketed witli that of his father, that error should be recti-
fied, and the roll thus aniended.

In makîng the assessment, the assessor carried with him a biank assois.
ment book, in which he made the entries i peneil. This book contains
calumns, with headings and numbers, similar to thase in the revised rail. It
was referred ta as the Il blotter."1 It was net beftre the Court cf Revision and
contains no certificate as ta correctness, In this blotter the entries regarding
the defendant and his father and their lands are the same substantially as'
thase in the revised roll. But the names are bracketed and the amounts
assessed against themn are r.arried out in a total opposite the name of Frederick
!ýose, of $3,o50. The defendants afterward receîved a niotice of assesosment
in accordance with this. The assessor was flot able ta explain how the vari-
ation between the form of assessment in the bMotter and that in the revised
roil occurred. He suggested that as his wife read ta hirr. from the biotter
wbiie he transcribed into the revised roll the variation may have tiîus happened.

Assessinent notices were praduced for the years 1893 and 1894 in. which
the form of assessment was similar to that in this Ilbiotter.» But in tho
roil cf x89y, prepared by the defendant hiniself, when he was assessar,
the fotrm cf assessment was the sanie as that ini the present rol; the narnes
flot bracketed.

I n support of the defendant's contention that 1 shauld naw an'end the
present rail, or consider the defer'dant's qualification suft¶cient, notwithstandiflg
any errars in the entries, the foiiowing aniong other cases are cited : Reg. ex
ro. Lachford v. Frisfeil, 6 P. R. 12 ; Re. ex rel. Me.G-eg6r v, Ktri 7 tJ.C.L.J.
67 ; The StOrmiont Case; Hûdgins' EtLetion Cases, 21 ; I re Iohnion ansd thre
Corporation of Lapneéton, 4o U.C.R. 297. 1 have faiied to find in these cases
authority for the defendant's contention.

In La./t./ord v. FrieiZ, the errer or defect in the form of assessment
deait with was simpiy that the naine cf the defendant (Frizeli) instead of being
written under that cf the tenant (Bowen) and bracketed with it, foiiowed it on
hoe saine line, and was aiso an the saine line with the praperty assesstd. Mr.
Dalton, Master in Chambers, correctly deais with the muatter when he Baya (at
p. 13, 6 P.R.) : Il The defendant's naine, however, is written in o colunin em-
braced by the generai heading 1naines of taxable parties,' and that it was su
written for the purpose cf assessîrlg hini, is lcnawn fromn the other facts.Y

Re Johnson andi thre Corporation of Lamb<on deais with a somewbat
sinillar defect, and certainly furnishes the defendant in this case wîth no further
assistance.

In the Sioarmnt case it was held that a voter being duly qualified in other
respects, and having his r.ame on the ro!l and liât, but by mistake entered es
tenant intstead. of owner, or occupant, or vice versa, was net tbereby distran-
chise An apparentiy gaod reasan for this wouid be found in the fact that
under the statute a tenant has just the saine right ta a vote as a freehoider, and
it coud, ),f cî'arse, make no difference as ta whicrh character ho shouid vote irn,
so long as ho was properiy qualified in either.
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