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ase it was held that the time within which the tria )
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:::::,t be commenced, cannot be extended beyond the §ix mont
on 32 of 'the Act, unless upon application made within the six months-
. At first sight this decision might appear to be in conflict with wheeler ¥
Gibbs ar‘)d Banner v. Johnston, but Mr. Justice Taschereau, in the Gleng®
case, points out an obvious distinction. He rested his decision in the€ léf'ef
c:se upon reasons of public policy, pointed at by the Legislature in limitiv
itn; t:::; ?;-ull‘mg which an el.ection petition could be allowed to refnai"dpetn ¢
the, Legislat may be permitted to say so, very reasonably C()n'S'derel b
againstg ubl}m: never could ha\fe intenfied, and in fact t.hut it wou o
a year :r tw‘C policy that an election petition should be permitted to ha:;r
expira’tion ofo,P Orl.three, after its. presentation or, for that m.atter, .U"'t a
whilst for 2o da" iament ; that six »months was to be- the ordinary hmle’aso ]
able extengioo r?a§0ns the Court mlght‘during such.srx mqnths givea Tl X
petition Was; °d .tlme, yet after the six months, if nothing was
burn, ib. p. 8 e.a . Whistler v. Hancock, L. R. 3 Q.B.D. 835 /¥
_[udg,e’s .wo.rd:‘; fmd t‘l:ere was no power in the Court to revive it, " ements
agitation and eing, “ The Legislature intended that the state of excit o
the Constituenuncenamty in which the controverted election necesﬁal’l]y]s
the general SY should not be unduly prolonged.” His Lordship heec
which latter 2ew:" of extension given by sec. 64 did not apply t© sut:
of which ction was gOYerned solely by sec. 33, a proper constrt®

vhich precluded an application to extend the time after such time
expired. ’ g
i iliutt;\::sczomted out by'his lordship, the considerations which go:;:,:ev.
Gibbs. which ngarry case did not arise in Banner v. Johnstor, or od D
the A,ct N wle:e decisions “ where the clause under consuleratlo,f” sln other
words th: c]se » and unconnected with any other clauses of the Act” of PrO°
Cedure’ unconause in (}uesnon in those cases related to mere !naltefbma rers
of procedure necteq with the general policy of the law itself, and 1n melz "t has
all its , as pointed out in Banner v. Joknston (page 170), “ the o

own orders and rules under its own control.” ve
Similarly, I think that under sec. 12, whether the respondent ‘is to:’tre
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Tnaytts; :)}f;ep(l)’:);:dure, .W!loll)’ unconnected with the general polic o ricte

power of sec 6r provisions of the Act, and hence comes under tl’1e unft o

in view of th. ((4: which allows an extension at all times, prov:dcd, ot £he
trial cOmmene~ slengarry case, it be not such a delay as woul prev

Itiet cing within th-e six months. ne Glem

rue that Mr. Justice Taschereau, at pages 483 and 484 ‘0{ t ¢ Ve

ﬁf::;yci);:;st:n:;garl;s upon. St.tC. 12 that “ unless he is mistaken 1t reseﬂt
after the five lt af, preliminary objections to a petition coul be Fr)x
Columbia, ej h( ays.” Possibly not at that time (1888), but here! p e for
presemini’; sf ht years later, the contention is distinctly urged that 1h¢n after
such five da)’; ar:::fl[lmmarfy ""{ch:lions can be extended both ‘heforf 2 conte”
tion is well fm;nded_ am of opinion, for the reasongabove given,



