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it k indictable if the prohiblted thing la done
You wviii find ln thet case of Reg. v. Btithasn4n
8 q: B. 883. s, c. tg Jur. 736, ther doctrine laid

dowt' e>xpr-ssly, that whctiaver a , oti docs an
aci WliiI a tatute on publie grundg has pro-

iiiiiaei generail y-and l is flot necessary te pro.
hibit t in express lAnguage-he in liDble to an ir-
dictintl. There la nothiug in the statutu pro-
hibiting ih it is only by implication titat it can bu
conteuded it is prohibitud. [WiLàa-i, C.)., If that
is the only point, 1 think I sttoold rule against you,
uniss vou wvish t,. look at the case of Reg. v.

BttcJi an].
11i«gi)ts, Q.C., for the Crown, contended that

an indieient would lie. The election laws onl>'
gave ta ptrsotis poamsng det'ineid qualificutions
the rltght to vote at elections: an unqutalitlt pe--
gnn vaîns > there(bre guilty of an unlawful aet
and a contravention of the statute. Anci ihough
there a nothing in the eler>iîrn or crmnl l.iws
expres.v prohibiting sncb unlawfu[ voting, the In-
ter> rati,'n Act (31 Vict. c. t, D).), prot'ided that

mi wifv conitravention tof an Domnioin Act,
which wa>t fot madIe ant offetice or sonie other k':nd,

.qhtauld bt cotte ta lie a rtîîsdtmeanour antI
Pîînniiie accordi'-d.

)îLW'. C..1think the ttecîtion in Reg. v.
Buchiia. siirçi, aplilie%; and I shail therefore

gîta jiffhgment for thes (7ruwn on the dismurrer, anti
t1e iiil ,Ith ulettfendriî to ple-ad ovt'r.

Th"dfenanîtiereupun plwtaded - Not GuU.1y
but aiter a conviction for perjnry i'i talttng the t le.
tion aîieb. uaq.nl withdlre, his plea antI

Tt' h .lrnl judtgs theti 5unwenced lîim tu Pay a
flnf t.o " 'th e convitiîon te0r p1rJury, andi

:;tn-thet'r 1*ne oft $30 on the, .uiîiviction for unIziw fui
ý,a»d ii to Ihi iittpri-%anest in thes coîttf)tf jai

Fr hî itie' concu>rt'ent, antci urail the finis
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A policy of insurance on the responident*,s
praperty tcunttaitncd the followîng provisions

lit case the abovts rescr>-d preinises
shall, Étt arxv tirne during the t...îtmnuance of
this insurance, bc appropriated, or a,>pliued ta,
otr used fut- the purpose of carry ing on, or
exerciqitig therJiî arîy trade, busin1ess, or
vocation denornxtîated hazardous or extra-
hazartIous . . . tiess otherwise speci.
allv proviiled fur, or hereafter agreed ta b>'
thts comnpany in writitig, or dddnd ta or en-
dIorsed an thiq pulicy, then this policy shail
*beconie'vhl'

* Aty Change tnaterial to the risk, and
%vithiti tl>e cottol iir ktîowlodge of the as.

5oreti, shinvoi illut policy 'l' tla the part
affectetI tlîert'v rt~iness lts=- clittgc l protnptlyl
tntffed in %vit tit ta the cottîpaux or its loral

*V'fien t ie inqtiratice wat§ effected the i-.
surotl ;reiîises wverv ocrupied as a spool
t;tetar;,andt il %vasercr as a sptîol fac-

t. ly -1 Duriii-the conitintxanice
of the portion (if the buildinsg -instirfod

%waeý O,;et for the tnuanouatuti of excelsior,
but the fact of' ils Lecbg Bu used ivas not Com-.
1t1tttîît'.ted to lthe Cil.auitpy o r its local agent.

*A los~ .' tire havitîg oeccurred, the cornipatwy
.t3isted pzt,,mett otn 'hu~groutîd that. thse manu-
facture ai'ecsîf on the prernises avoided
the poliev titrder the ah>ve cotditiona.

On att action to recc"er the iliaurance the
ptaixîiff abiaitied a verdict, the jury fludinR,
in answur t.)uot~u sttsmitttd ou1 the trial,
thiat the iriar>tfact tre of gpv:ý1gl was xsot'e

liatrdous t héa thnt of exvcleo,, and 'lat ths t
risit waït 'tt increased by addiug the mnit-

1facture 'V1 exceioir in thse building. The
Suprerix Cour' ol Nova Seotin eustained the
verdict;
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