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servant went out to him, and was told by the boy that hie had
taken strychnine,

_Ho used to attend in tho shop occasionally, nad was acquainted
with medicines, 1t was clearly proved that his death wus ocen-
sioned by taking a large dose of strych_ine. Many witnesses were
examined,

There was evidence that ke had complained of insufficient food
aud clothiog, and of being over-worked, and hnd expressed himself
n3 if he was weary of life and wished to dio; alo that he had
spoken of runuing away.

Oa tho other hand, many witnesses gave a different account of
the manner in which the boy was treated,

M. C. Cumeron showed cause.

Romisson, C. J., delivered the judgment of the court.

There was enough perliaps in the evidence to warrant the finding
of the jury, if it had been uncontradioted ; and it is impossible for
us to como to the conclusion thnt the jury was not honestly under
the impression produced by tho testimony, the appearance of the
hody, sad the fuct of sclf-destruction not accoanted for by any
want of sound understanding iz the boy, that ho had been driven
to the fital act by & want of reasonable and kind treatment on the
part of bis master, though the evidenco is very strong the other
way, and scems to preponderate in favour of the opposite conclu-
sion, It caunot be said that the enquiry into the cause of the boy
gnkmg_poisou was irrclevant: it was evidently the duty of the
Jjury; ithore upon the question whether it was accidentally done
and by migtake, or in consequence of insanity, Such inquiry into
the induceinents which led to the act are constantly made at in-
quests ; and though the jury secm to have como to the conclusion
upon light ovidence, we cannot on that account alter their finding.

The statute 13 & 14 Vie. ch. 66, has evideutly a very different
object in view from that which is sought to be accomplished by

this application.
Rule discharged.

Reqisa ex REL. Haut v. GREY ET AL
Wiiere tho returalng officer used the original collector’s roll instoad of a cOpY, a8
directed by the act, having first 1 that ke intonded to do so, aud no
one having objected.
2T, that ko election was valid. [16 U. C. Q. B. 257.)

Morris obtained a rule on defendants to shew cause why the
Jndgment of the judge of the County Court for the County of Grey
should not be reversed, and why the election of the defendants
should notbe set aside, and the relator, Hall, be declared duly
clected, on the ground t ¢ the returning officer did pot procure a
carrect copy of the collecior’sroll for the township (Melancthon)
as required by tho statute 16 Vic., ch. 181, and on grounds dis-
closed in tho relator's statement and the affidavits filed.

'Tho other grounds in the statement were, that the returning
officer would not allow this relator’s name to be inserted in the
pull book as & candidate, or veceive votes for him, although he
was proposed aud seconded at the election, and was duly qualified;
that the defendants, or some of them, wero not duly qualified in
point of property, which the returning officer held to bo immateri-
al, treating the clection as one coming under the statutory pro-
vision applying to cases where there ure not more than two per-
sons in the township for each seat laving the property qualifica-
tion required by law, whereas in fact there were more than the
requisite Mumber of persons in tho townsbip possessing tho neces-
sary qualification,

J. B3, Read shewed cause, and cited Regina ex rel. Ritson v.
Perry, 1 P R. 2375 Regina ex rel. Carroll v. Beckwith, Ib. 278

Morris, contrs.

topixsoy, C. J., delivered the judgment of the court.

Upan the first objection, the opinion of the lesrned judge of the
County Court is supported by the case cited, of The Queen ex rel.
Ritson v, Perry et al. (1 P. R. 237), and this is so fur a cnse more
favoursble for the defendants, that it is shewn and not denied that
tho returning officer had here the original roll ; that is, the asscys-
or's roll as revised, and of which tho co'lector’s roll ought to be a
cupy, und wo may assume was. Then itis sbewn also that he
publicly announced that he intended to proceed with the clection,
using this original roll, and that no one objected. In all such
¢y, however, the returning officer ought to proceed as the act
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points out, if it were only for the sako of excluding objections
such us havo been made here, which, though they may not be
treated ng fatal, yet put the parties elected, and sometimes the re-
turning oflicer himself, to a great deal of trouble and expense,
which by simply conforming to the statute would be avoided.

The other objections, we think, were notintended to be pressed ;
we niean werg ot intended to be revived here,

They were rightly determined, it recms, by the judge of the
Couaty Court, according to the evidence,

Rule discharged.

Reaisa v. Bovrrox,
L 1ne—Dedication— Highway,

Where & person has sold lots acoenrdiug to a plan on which & lane i« laid out in
thelr tear, he cannot afteewards shut up such lana; and the fact that he had
previously conveyed portions of the land comprised {n the lane, would ouly ef
fect #0 anuch as ho had thus preciuded himselffrotn gising up to the pudlic, and
would not eutitle him to clow up tho whols. {156 U. C. Q. B. 5L}

Ixpseruest for nuisance, in ohstructing o common public high-
way, being a lane on the north side of King Strect, and running
parallel with it, connecting York St. with Simeoe 8t., in Toronto,

At the trial, at Toronto, before Robinson, C, J., the jury found
a verdict of guilty, and the learncd Chief Justice reserved for the
opinion of the court the question whether the cvidence supported
the convictivn. Scntenco was not passed.

The facts were as follow:—Tho defendant owned a Llock of
tand on tho north side of King strect, extending from York street
to Simcoe strect, and many years ago ho laid out a lot fronting on
King street, and ruaniug 100 feet. This lot he sold to one Nichol-
son, who long ago built a wooden stable apon it, which he placed
on the extremo nortliera limit of this lot,

Afterwards the defendant laid out the north part of his block in-
to building lots, and left & laue of about twenty feet (there was no
accurate account of its width) which was to extend some distance
between York street and Simcoe strect, and was to separate the
rango of lots fronting upon King street from a range of lots north
of that, which the defendant intended should front upon a street
to the north called Boulton streect.

This plan of survey gave to therange of lots fronting upon King
street o less depth by some feet than had been given to Nicholson’s
lot, and as the defendant had conveyed that lot, and Nicholson had

placed his_stablo as far back as he could, the lane gould not be

Iaid open in that part of the same width as it was and now is east
and west of it.

The plau was certified and filed in the County Registry Office,
in 1852:

It was sworn by Mr. Crooks the prosecutor, that he Linc ime the
purclisser of Nicholson’s lot in February, 1854 : that noith of the
stable, and between it and the range of lots abutting on tho lane,
there was a space wide enough for a lumber-waggon to pass, with
some room to spare: that he had used it for the purpose, and the
space had always been left open inrear of the stable or shed, until
the defendant shut it up by running out a bonrd fence from each
end of the stable to the northern edge of the land : that there were
many persons living on the lots cast and west of that point, on
cach side of the lane, which opeus into a street at each end; that
about eighteen mouths ago defendant closed it at this point; that
some one living near the place pulled down the fence which the
defendant had put up, and it was rencwed and pulled down again,
aud the defendant replaced it; and the prosecutor, Mr. Crooks,
again pulled it down in presence of two policemen, and afterwards
preferred the indictnent for nuisance, in order to have the right
of way determined.

Mr. Crooks swore that before Le purchased he referred to the
registered plan, in order to ascertain whetber he would have a
passage-way behind his property, sud that it was at that time open,
though it secmed that when the plan was filed it was fenced across
from tho stable at each end, or at least it had been fenced and
some of the boards were still up.

Charles McClellan, the city inspector, swore, that in 18356 he
made o report of a nuisance (rubbish or water) allowed to lie in
that lane, and partly in the space between the stableand thenorth
side of the lane: that an investigation took place befure the police
magistrate, upon a complaint preferred by the witness against the
present defendant as proprietor of the ground ; that the defendant



