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%.bip of AInwick, in said west riding of Northum- finding was correct, rny judgnmeft %voulak

herland. that the evidence fuliy supports it. S.o
3. One Robert Skinner had at that time his Section i8o of the Election Act, re, ~

name upon the Iist of voters for said sub- cap. io, is as foiiows :-" Any dePît rues

division, as tenant of the east haif of lot 22, in turning officer or poil cle;k who refusr

conesion~,in said township, and was at that or neglects to performi any of theobial

lime actually tenant of said land. fornialities required of him by this Act 'hllY

4. The said Richard Skinner, on said day, for each such refusai or neglect incur a. pefl'il

presented himself to vote at the poliing place of two hundred dollars ;" and by section1

where the defendant was deputy returning officer "IAil penalties iniposed by this Act Shail le

as aforesaid, and the vote of the said Richard recoverabe with fuit costs of suit by any ersO

.Skinner was then objected to by the agent of who wvili sue for the sanie by action Of debt or

one of the candidates. information in any of Her MajestY'Scot

~The said Richard Skinner was willing and this province having contipetent jurisdictIOnf

offered to take the oath, forni 18 of the Election Fhuhi a md pae t bthe"'
Act of Ontario, and ainending Acts, to " swear dresses and argument of counsel at th tri

that he was stili actually, truly, and in good that the action is brought under section Ot

faith, possessed to bis own use and benefit, as was not so mntioe ingrelt ti ttmn f)

either owner, tenant or occupant, and in suci, and the first objection against a jdîln

other words as the said Acts prescribe." fvuoftepani asbednththe"'ti

6. The defendant, as such deputy returning So twscneddta un t

officer, refused to allowv the said Skinner to take charate nof n ifor hm ndeforib a h pefalt>

the sa'd oath, forni 18, without the addition of wias n enouh r heim-toa (der sec. 12

the words 'and that you are stili a resident of the factsonhihereedtht(ne fCî

electorai district,' or without the substitution of SS. 2) hie must at least allege that the e

the said wvords for the wvords ' and stili are' in stated aniounted to an offence, and that ic it

said forni 18. fendant acted contrary to that statlite, '

7. The defendant refused to aliow the said wvas urged that a court should not aid the Plaln'

Skinner to vote uness the said Skinner took the tiff by perntting an anendment in a case O

oath, form 18, with the addition or substitution V
before mientioned, and the said Skinner not be- The IBank of Mon/real v. leeyloldS. 24tel

ing able or wiliing to take such additionai or Q2. B. 381, is an authority against this COIt'î
substitutionai oath was refused a ballot by de- tion. There the defence was usury, and it "lY

fendant, and did not vote. After which state- heid that the amounts named as; the loal'15 tV

tuent of facts the plaintiff claimed $2oo. the plaintiff were material and ought tO l¾

At the trial the learned judge found the facts been correctiy stated, wvhich they were nOt, 0

to be as aileged in paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7 Of at the trial Wilson, J., refused to alioWv theff i

the statement of dlaim. That Skinner did not be amended, "h le doubted if the power ShOtld..

offer to take the oatli as alleged in paragraph 5, be exercised when the consequences Melce

and that the defendant did not refuse to allow serious."
Skinner to take the oath mentioneci in paragraph The question whether the amendflieflt oLl

as therein alieged. to have been permiitted wvent to the full dtirt

lmmediately after this finding the piaintiff, in of wvhich the judgnient ivas delivered b>'
open court, nîoved for judgment. TehaigIrpr J. esid:"Teieilt1«eîîV
of the motion %vas enlarged tilt the 2oth JulY, reiieved the court and judge fron Cosie-
when it wvas argued by tu laate fteacino f the eI

the ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~s chrce fte cino
H. R. Rxidde//, for plaintiff, and 'Yhey -ive a simple mIle for the pui'pos 0

CL.ARK, Co. J.-Since the trial there lias been in controversy," and the decisionofteC
no application for a new trial or other substan- wvas that the aniendinent ought to havedg
tive motion to disturb my finding of facts. If ailowed as a matter of course. In his t

iwere ný.cessary to decide now whether t',at nment lie set out C. L. il. Act, sec. 222, the P


