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-masurer to make the returu required of him, the Collecer
is obliged to make a return to the Treasurer of ail persons
io had'paid taxes on or -before the l4th December, and at

Lie sameý time lie ivas required to pay to the Treasurer the
iiount of taxes so .paid.

Section 2M2 provides that the Treasurer shall, after the 14th

ecember and on or before the 20th December, prepare and
ansmit to the -Clerk of the municipality a list of ail persons
ho have not paid their taxes on or Ïbefore the 14th December.
bis necessitates the examination of the Collector's roll for

kch year, down to the l4th December; and apparently no

atutory duty is put upon the Treasurer to examine the Col-
etor's rolls other than to that date.

iSection 299 provides for the appointinent of two auditors by

we concil of each. municipality. Section 304 defines the duties
ie couneil of each xnunicipality.

Section ff4 defiuies the duties of these auditors....
The Treasurer of the Village of ArnPrior was a salaried

Meer, who, also gave security to the plaintiffs, -by a bond of

iese degendants, for the due performance of the duties of his

Eflee. iSection 290 prescribes the duties of the Treasurer, and

?c. 291 states what booka the TIreasurer îs to keep . . . He

Lould enter the date. of payment of any tax mnoney to him. by
Le iCollector.

.After the roll gets back to the -Collector, withi the percent-

ge added for collection, there îs no statutory provision for any
a8peetion of it.

Mattson saw, bis. opportunity, and Ïbegan te appropriate the

csoney received by him from the taxes unpaid on the 15th De-
ember, 1908, and unpaid on the. roll on the 15tlh December,
.909.

In interpreting the'answer.of.the Mayo r, it should be re-

aernbered that the p laintiffs are a municipal corporation., Their

çvork is done as prescribed'by statute, as to «which, the defend-

ints know as mucli as the 'plain tiffs. They are presumed to
mnow the ia.w. The answers were givenin lu erfect good faitb.

C[ arn uneffble to lind, upon .the evidence tlîat there -was no

ýraud or concealinent of any kind, uer wae, there any, wilful

niuatatementon: thepartý of the. Mayor, Oereasurer, or 1Clerk,

)r az>y officer of the plaintift corppoation, -in obtaining the bond

Mu question. 1 arn of opinion that the answers of the M.Nayor-
ýbe statements in. wriing-are true in the «way the Mayor under-

iodtequesions and in the way lie wished the defeudants


