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THE CHANCELLOR, iu a written judgment, set out the f2
aud said that lie had consulted with Britton, J., who was flot
satisfied withi the verdict, and concurred in the disposition tA
mnace of the present application.

The Chancelior had not considered the scope of Rule
because, in hils opinion, the application failed entireiy on
merits. The girl and the guilty person alone knew the
facts. The oniy ground -which indu ced the Chancellor uc
give effect te theý ruling in Rushton v. Grand Trimk R.W.
(1903), 6 O.L.Rt. 42.5, during the argument, was that as te
,writteu statement of dates; but that ground was compIetely
placed by the, counter-affidavits. The girl appeared as a wil
who dliscredlited he(rself--sle had no regard for the sanctity e
oath. In al] sucli cases, the evidence of one who impeache
own veracity is to be received with the most scrupulous jeal<
Merchauts Bank v. Monteith (1885), 10 P.R. 467, 475.

If there le 8uch a striking likeness between the chuld an(
plaintiff Henry, that is a miatter that cannot have been
covered since the trial; sud no Court would open Up a j udgue.
the ground that the child of a girl sedued resemnbled somi
else than the defendant who had been found guilty. TI
evidence of the mc>st precarious kind. Tbough, similar evii
was admitted by the Judge of first instance in Bagot v. 1
(1878), 1 LR. Ir. 308, and lu some succession cases the:
ferre4 to, the Court of Appeal lu the Bagot case decided
othier grounds: I3agot v. Bagot (1879), 5 LR. Ir. 72, 73
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