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tiute of it) of verifyi vng the faet th-an by mleans of af1idavitý,.
part froin statutor-y reglations the Iaw permits the jusitce
imake a verbal conlvictionl, %vhiehi is subjee-t to r-e-.considerationi
long as no convictioni is drawn, Up: Jones v. Williamns, 46

.J.N-ý.S,'. 271.
The co)nvictio>n in tbis eaeis bhamed on the persoiial admnis.

on of the defendant that lie was giflty as; to both illegal
iles,, and thotigli there was no evidence taken, and no wvritten
ý(eord of whthalpd,t uvredcnce iiuist lie giveni to the formai
>nvietion now producedý( for tlie first time, The applic-ation is

See Rex v. Goulet, 12 Can. Cr. Cas. 365, per Davidsoin, J.
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Vete-o Ioto Cag->endrceof Coviie-
?Ierprefer AeurdNn 4ailable af Pro posed Ner l'lace of
rsial-M-otlori by the defendants in an action for maitlils pro-
vuioii to change the, place of trial froin Toronto to Salit Se
arie. The Mfaster iiaid that the faets of titis c-ase; were in miany
speta similar to those iu Seanian v. ?err.y, 9 O.W.R. 5:37,
;1 Hlere, as there, ail the proceedings wic led to the action
A~ place nt Sauilt Ste. Maiwhere ail p)arties, were then living.
at after the Grand Jury nt the Sessions on) Sti Novembewr, 1910,
Ad faud "No Bill" on the charge for wihlie hand been ar-
t-ted and kept iri jail froni l2th to '24th June, the 1p]aintif eam e
Toronto and brmuglit this nction, withouit any% delaty, on thie

tit Deemnber, and naxned Toronto as the place of trial in his
itemient of elaim, delivvred on the L3th Maroh. The plain-
Y is a Portuguese froen the Madeira Islands, and camie thence,
Sauit Ste. marie as iately as Tilly, 1908l. Hev swears that hie

xanot, nor ean his wife (wowill lie a Ileessary witness on his
hialf) give evidence exoept throtigh an interpreter. Lt le
t denied that nonre ean lie had at Sauit Ste. Nlarie. So far as
n b. gleaned froin the affidavits on botit sides, there does not
ým to be any sufficient preponderance lu faveur of the motion

view of the cases froni Canipbell v. Dohierty, 18 P.R. 243,
Macdonald v. Dawson, 3 O.W.R. 773, 8 O.L.R. 72. Here it

~anet b. said that the plaintiff bas avted ini any sense caprici-
sl or vexatiously iu laying the venue at Toronto. The fact
the neceusity of au interp)reter is not deuiied, and in view of
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