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,r4 respondent bas contended that these nately, to be repented of at leisure., as 1 find my-

Cane dd not be rt-covered because the pro. self compelled to dismiss the case witb costs.

Lu I. flot pay them. It was so helci by Dr. Andrews, Caron, Andrews and Pentland, for

i."'gto)n (The Chief/ain, Br. & Lush. 104 promoter.
b the ed7w * 28 1) ; but the rule was relaxed M.A earn, for respondent.

0>,i oet Phillimore, in the case of the Fer-
2Ad. & E. p. 65, in wbich he said "I

ferri0 bthnk that in this and other cases, re- NOTES OF CANADIAN CASES.
h Os'g tO Dr. Lushington's decisions, an attempt

on enmacle to strain those judgments be- PU IILISFED IN ADVANCE BY ORDER 0F THE 1,AW

rewhat the learned judge intendcd. My SOCIETY.

for that opinion were fuliy stated by mie-

al0o tree. case, that of the Red Rose. 1 shah URMlORT0lAAA

It th tm, but 1 shall accompany then
all ecoMnendatio that no order for the pay-

P08St tllef b made until the master bas de- ELECTION APPEALS.

rnll f'l the R egistry, vouchers for the pay-
ao'Or given satisfactory evidence that the

dacrUflnts bav benp.Iwudradily so QUEEN'S COUNTY P. E. I. ELECTION

ribsa in this case, if it were flot for severalPE TIN

c'1 es* The evidence establishes that the [March Session, 1883.

the "Oter did flot assume a direct liability to pay EKN .BCEN

'g1 0 con t a nd it was conditional uo h

tintO the tug not paying themn; and until sucb E/,c/ion Pelitiofl-Ballos-,Secretig-37 Viei-

l.4eas the respondent, oi ber agent, xvas placed c/1. 9, ss. 43, 45, 55 and 80-41 Vic/. ch. 6, ss.

the 7O>0 upon the prescntment of the draft and s, ô and zo-Effect of negléci of du/y by a

talQuflts, and a refusai or neglect to pay es- deu/j' re/urflifg officer-37 Vic/. Ch. 10, ss.

kttac sed, liability by the prom-oter could not 64 and 6y-Recrinzinaory case.

tahi to himn. These precautions were flot In ballot papers containing the names of four

ande .«I tbink tbey should bave been. But cniaetefollowing ballo:ts were beld
. e 's another impediment in the way of a valid :

lUselreflt inl favour of tbe proinoter. In tbe (i) Ballots contaillifg two crosses, one on the

tzer of~ the Fleur (le Lis it was held that a mnas- line aoetefirst nre, and oeon the.fn

tOà fu IgflWages and disbursernents, is bound above hen nam, o te fi netw

lhni accounts before beginning bis suit abv eodnmvli o h ls w

'rhe bo, be xviii fot be entitled to bis costs. nam ed candiates
('t h lguage of Dr. Lushington in the case is : (2) Ballots containiflg two crosse, on n b

t0 % -nl'e wa bon upatceadjsiene above tbe flrst name, and one on the uine
frnisb consbfr rnighssi eITat a on ypatc n utc dividing the second and tbird compartmeflts,

thave had tbe amount ciaimed without vali o b first nmed candidyate cose

(iA e is therefore not entitled to bis costs : ('l alt otanfgpoelymd rse

the & E 49.) If tbe accounts sued upon, witb in two of tbe compartments of teblot perm

hav rOPer vouchers, that is, the accounts wbich with a sligbt lead pencil stroke in anohrc-

rtse, b een referred to, had been presented to the partmefit.

W45s OtIli or ber agent, Burns, before tbis suit (4) Ballots marked in tbe proper comrpartmeflt,

.1 brought, and a default to pay the tbree thus:Y
judflIt5 eStalished, I sbould bave renderedgrian The following ballots were beld invalid

ýI1enI.t Ini favour of the promoter for the (i) Ballots with a cross in the right place on

brOn if notado 
o h

0 'fh fo paid, and if paid afier action was tbe back of the ballot paperineaofoth

fit or the costs. The promoter quarreled Printed side.

"''dtm1s wben discbarged. He seems to bave (2 Ballots mnarked witb an x instead of a

this Wî,"tbOut due premeditation in bringing cos
Stlt a step taken in baste, most unfortu- cos


