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being founded on any eontraet or agreement mnade between
hlm and the couneil . . with respect to, sucli exemption."

And then it is further enacted that thougli he i8 not dis-
qualified under such a contract, yet "1n0 person shall vote on
any question affecting the property so exempt from, taxation."
This, then, is ail the penalty attached to being a party to such
a contract.

The contract in question is one made with respect to the
exemption created by it, and it does not, therefore, in niy
opinion, disqualify the respondent.

The motion mnust be dismissed, and, following Regina ex
rel. Harding v. Bennett (supra), with eosts, including the
costs of examinations and eross-examinations.

The following were some of thec other cases referred to on
the argument. Thougli I have endeavoured to be guided by
them as far as possible, 1 have not thought if expedient to
imaport any of the language used in fhem into my judgment,
whieh is sufficiently long without that: Rex ex rei. McLeod v.

Bafhurst, 5 0. L. R. 573, 2 O. W. R1. 246; Rex ex rel. Ivison
v. Irwin, 4 O. L. R. 192, i1O. W. k. 371: Rlegina ex rel. Burn-
ham v. Hagerman, 31 0. R. 636; ilegina ex rel. Ferris v.
Speck, 28 O. R. 486; Rlegina ex rel. Joanisse v. Mason, ib.
495; Toronto General Trusts Corporation v. White, 3 0. h. R.
519, 5 O. L. R. 21, i1O. W. R. 198, 760; Davis v. Taif Vale R.
W. Co., [18951 A. C. 542; Smith v. Richmond, [1899] A. C.
448.
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GRAHIAM v. McVBITY.

Chose in Action-Assignment of-Salany of (iiy Solicit or-
Agreement - Repudiation -Action-Notice lo (Jty Cor-
poration-Service on Tre<surer -Public Policy -Public
Offier--Equtable Assignmen t-Parties.

Au action referred to the Master for trial and adjudication
under the provisions of the Arbitration Act. Plaint iff claimed
on two agreemnents, both dated 29th October, 1901, whereby
an indebtedness from defendant MeVeity to plaintiff of
$1,715.83, bearing interesf at 8 per cent., was aeknowledged,
and provision made for ifs graduai liquidation, and whereby
the whole of defendant McVeity's salary as solicitor for
defendants the corporation of thec city of Ottawa, amnounting
to $2,500 per annnm, was assigned te plaintiff. One of the


