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certifleautes obtained froin the returning officer, with-out
Spersonal or written request.

1 arn inelined to think that while thi, tiluss of v otes was
t actually under consideration by the Court of Appeal,
ýre are sufficient dicta in the jiidgments of the Court (ante
Sto strongly support a contention thal suih votes are

,alid.

\Vithout deciding that question iutil the evidence is in,
mi of opinian that it is not iinreasonable for the purpose
securingo a fair and effectuai trial of the petitioii, that the
pondent should be allowcd tQ serve the additîonal partieu-
s, but 1 think, i11 view of the lateness of bis motion, and
ut il is an indulgence that he is asking, that the costs of
motion should be costs in the inatter to tlic petit jouer in
event.

1 sta.ted. upon the argumlent thlat should I comc to the
clusion that the respondcnt's motion should be grantcd, a
ilar privilege should lie granted to the petitioner if lie
ires te supplernent his particulars.

This order is not to prejudice auy application the peti-
ier rnay mnake at the trial to, have the costs of the pei-
i paid by the respondent, should il appear that but for the
ed partieulars ftic rcspondent would have lost bis ýeat.
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uie-ChiaRge-Coniven ience-A etion to Sel asýide Tax Sale.

&ýppeal by plaintiff from order of Master in (hauber8,
3,51, ehanging the venue from Toronto to Port Arthur.
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VfÂBEE, J., dîsmissed the appeal with costs ta defendant


