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RiciiAnns, J.-I have rend aIl thc nfl-davits, considered tie 5. It is truc that Relater protested, but it scetns eqully bryond
carefully, and have arrived at the following conclusions, ail doubt that lie solicitcd parties to vote for hlm after the protcst,

1. As to tlîo first grournd stated ;n tue Relator's statcmcent. It and that one voter voted for hM tliecnter nt his request.
is flot pretended tlîat the ilelator's Supporters ivere prcvented by 6. The Rclator's owvn affidavit mentions that thora were nino
phîysicall force from coming forwardl to vote for bite, or if it 15 2o votes reinaining in the ward uapolled. Thieltetarnàing Officer thîinks4
pretcnîlcd there is no evidenco brougbt forward to sustaiît that there werc only seven votes tlat did notcontefor ward. 11chitordoes
position. No voter is nanied who wag hindered in going forward tiot givo the name of a siinglo voter that wçould bave supported
ta vote ; so that if the voters iliemselves wcro unwvilling to coame hlm vite did net. corne forward front any of tic causes nssigned;
forivard ta offer their votes in consequence cf the conduct of the whilst Defendant endenvours ta shew tliat four out. of the seven or
Reoturning Oflicer, that wonld more properly corne undor the aine, as it may be, of unpollod votes, ivould ]lave beemi cast for
ground of complaint. As ta tic first ground, thon, I tliak the hlm. I do hiot thiîik tie filets statodl la tho affidavits wvould at ail
Reclater faits ta maite out. a case. warrant sotting aside the clection an this ground.

2. That votes were recordcd for Defendant, thoughl polled for The inaimes of David Long ani Thomas Rilcy are mentioned in
Reolater. the aflidavîts, and 1 wili sc what is said about thera. First, a'3 ta

This charge relates ouly ta thc case of Thomas Armstrong. Ilc David Long. lit etntes la bis allidavit thiat lio is a ditly qualified
says, when asked who ha voted for, lie said "lBil," ineaning votcr la tha ivard, and came ta record bis vote. That wvben lie
Relater: that after hearing bis vote hll beca recordcd for Defein- took the oath of qualification, the Rcturniug Offieer turaed away
dan!., and beforo lie toft the polling booth, lie declared R1elater lus bond and refused ta recordl lus vote ; tlîat lie told Uic Rotera-
vas the nian ha intended ta veo for, and that ha nover mentionedl ing Officer, if hoe -,as going ta vote for Defendatit his vote would
Defeadant's ane on the occasion, except ta say lie woulul nat vote net bie refused. Nicholas Willoughîby States that lio si Daîvid
for bila: that hoe afféred ta malte an aflidiavit beforo h lefot the Long, a duly qualified voter, take the oath of qualification ; that
pulling place tha!.h li îd voted for Relator; but the Returning§ the Returiiing Officer asked hlmn if lie uiidorstood the nature of an
<Jiicer refused ta acecept suci affidavit, and would na!. enter lits oatit. lia rcplîod, lie did. Thie Returaing Officer rcfnsed ta re-
vote for Relater. William Burgess aiso States that Thomas Arm- cord luis vot3. Ilc came up ns hoe believos ta vota for Relator.
etrong voted for Relater, but bis vote iras eotered for Mefndant, The Returuiug Officer stites that David Long offered ta vota, but
which Armstrong disclaimed on the spot, and olfered ta malze luis name flot appecring on the cop- of the asso-ssmeat roll fur-
affidavit that ho votod for Walkcr ; and George Cosgrovo states nished binm, as a freeholder or bouseliolder, ho refused ta allow
that irbon Uie Returuing Oficer put tha question, Ilvite do you hlm ta vote, and Long did net. say for whom ho iatendcd ta vota.
vote for," ta Thomas Armstrong, ha (the Returning Oticer) added George B. Lamant statos tduit Long presentod himself as a voter,
the naine Il"l." but refused ta taire tho ùatli, and tcfrt the poil. Johin 'Malcolm

lu relation ta this vote, tho Returaing Oficer States that union states that Long catme ta the pol ta vote, al; lie thought. Ife ra-
Thomas Armastrong vras askcd "lfor vihain do yen vote," hoe fused ta tako tue catit, sayiag hoe did not resido on bis oivi place,
answered "lUIali," and thon ina! avay ; ami after Rtobert Arm- but iras hired witu anc Nelson. William Leggett states ha sair
8troag, bis brother. bail voted for Defendant, came back 'Tith a WValker and athers trying ta indc David Long ta taka tze catit.

numer f elacr' sppeter, d sid o îadvoîd or elaorBenjamin Le-gett etntes that Long iras urged hy a number of
and wanted bis vote cbaaged, urliil hoe (the Returiiiag Officer) persans ta tako the catit, but hoe did not sec hlm do so. When
refused te do. The Mefndant (Iltiîl) states tlmat Thomas Arm- Long first came ta theapoli ho appeared ta deo!inc takiiig the oath,
strong vated for hlm; tlîat whlen Relator became avrare of it lie and turned ainay frorn the pol and commenced talh-ing with saine
'wanted the Returning Offleer ta change bis vote, and offered ta af W'allccr's supporters. James Lcggett says that Long came for-
alloir any votes that hiai been recorded for Relater by mis- ivard ta vote, but irent otf uithout dciag sa. Relator's party
take ta ho given to Defendant. That thrce Germans voted for stroagly urged hlm ta take the oatb, the tat taking of 'whichi
Relater, whnlintended voting fer Defeadant, but hie (Defendant) appeared ta hoe the reason wuhy ha lad net voted inc ho first
advised the Returaing Officer not ta consent ta any change after ca' t I a! ere~msasae htDvd og mthe votes irera recorded. Joseph .1. Lamoat, the Poli Cierk, states Muir, and Thomas Riley, refusedi ta tako the necessary aaths.
that Thiomas Armstronug, out being nsked Il ua do yen vote for," William INcNally States tluat 'urbn David Long came for%,vard ta
answered Il William hlall," and that tic Retuirning Officer did nlot vote, as hoc supposed, William IHall (the Deft'ulant) requested thue
prompt any voter duriug the timo of the elecîlon. George B. Returning Officer te administer the oatli ta Long, irbiclie refused
Lament, Acting Constable, states tluat Thuomas Armstrong votcd ta take, and turaed airay fram the poli. David Keetb states tha.

for illam eoru Smpso, vte cte ascousabl, sate ho sair Long corne fortnard ta vçte, but lie refu8ed ta take the
taThmsAmtogvtdfor William Hall:ta George cipo,'haatda osaisae atit. Thie leturaing Officer asked hlma if ho liadt been f. bouise-
that Tbc'masntinterclwn Armstrong voted frWlimal:tad Geore lioldar for a month preceding thie cItation. hoeanswereti ha had not.

Ruturning Offieer did flot prompt hila inhen ho votedl for Ilall. After urbicli ho declined ta.ving tha catit. Robert Carilon saun
Jamaes Brocklehank states that, since the last clection, Thomias Long refusa to take the oatit. David Carmon saun David Long
Armstrong teld hlm lie ]id voted for Hall, but intended ta vota faor refuse ta teke the oath and leave the pol and go and converse
WValker aîîd did not, and ndmitted liaving been a!. the tinte ho votedithRltr
under the influenîce of wliiskey. Thme Roeturning Officer himacîf docs net say flint Long refused

Mr. Armstreuig lîlauself States that, irbon asked for 'înium ho ta take tlîe oatlî, but mentions thiat lie uns flot returned on tlîe list
roted, lie replied 1 il," meinin.- Itelator. Now, if lie used this as rated on thia assessmcnt raIl ils a freelîcîder or houseliolder,
as mteaning William, it unould appiy equally vitî ta Relator axud whlieli of course wuould ho snoh an objection as mnould justify the

Defedan, fr tcy ra athcalediW'ilia. I ithietru tht rejection of luis vote. One of the Depanents 8tates that the Defen-
Armsdtr omaier tue rcbt infle oiliu.r i lie hovtruc, that dant requirefi Long ta tako tho oath of qualification. It irauld
Amstracceunt for teiacnfuin.e ot lo even i, tied turnin indeed be silîgular if the Returnicg Oflicer bad admînistered theoathh teoui hom theîc bisuson nAm ais onuitted fror thelit iade a lm
Officer, the Poil Clcrk, tlîe Defendant, and the Constables, tunder- cttt i rtnbsnm sonte rn h ithne ahm
istoed hie at first voted for Defendant. I arn flot therefore pro- if ho considered that a fatal objection ta bis vote, nd stili more

parel t supor th Reators cse r. hisgroni.singular that atter admiristering the oath ta hlm hoe should refuse
parei t supor tIcIteata's asa n tis retn~.te take the vote.

3. The tlîird grauad is too vùgut', thc charge ta g2neral, anfi 1! is nat statad by Relataer, as a groutait of compîuuint agains.
the affidavits filed ta support and repel the charge aire equally tlîc Bcturaing ter ha fa avn diitrd u oab te
vague and geacral. It is muet qttitc- couchusivcly us a geuaral L.ong lie rofused ta alloir hlmn to vote, auit in tbat way sheiving
charge. partualiaty and calling for an explicit anstrer. 1!. is sunorn lit

41. 'hlera is ne nffidavit front anyecetnr thmat lie amitteul te voe t he affidaivits, (andi uhere rar many afhldaits,) that Long re-
for Relater on tlîe grouad sugu:esttd, nor is any elector nzxaed fused ta take the catht. It is possible ho may have refused a!.
irbo declined voting for Relater for thc cause suggesttd. one tinte, and afterwci-ds did take it. Thero is nothing ta


