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Ottk, Was a contest The plaintie hims&, Robert Arîný tiOn 3 shows who have the right
-t 4eeve, that the plainIte ýlearly, theWfore, nO o,wal a strongý was called, and swore 1 that There was1iý1Y' qua fied that. he was not nd he should havte. 

he hald bem elected couricillor 
in this defeindant,

elettedy thàt he was it. on, the point as . to etheýdut ncminited that 1883 and 1884, and that in 1894 ",,lmLt, -the - x qS .e was dep laîntiff was one agg-r1eveýthe poil was opened, t Te ate no and 8 h uty-reeve. He was .PWardx in. tbe.tç>ýwnship, that. the defendànt a cudîdàfe at the last election, and was atgued that Mr. AtunstrOng wa3
-,»«M as deputy-returnilig officer at pot def1aated by 104 vOtes. He Wd that at dateý that the defendant spoke agm$Ùngt

a8ainst him-tW hë initialieà,,a ballot and voted every, nomination he ever attended the 8nd the lO'e c2stý-hhMelf as therefcwe an aggrievedcýpnoe&d UP to deféndànt although chairman, ïnterrupted plaintiff w tôpc4ftot. the flefendant fia-eing vtýeý him. At the laie nomination hft. Pear- Mr. Osler gloo quoted a 8ectiO
gt W'hich point Mr- Nesbiii, W the de-- a deféated candidate w"son deticunced him asastumbling-block thlt. Mr. Oger concitidedfàxbut,'ObWtcd and asked proof Anda bull-dozer. Witness hâd OýW Ved.'Prýý ýgf=herMr.Nesbitt.adrnitted 10,4efendant getting paid for the drawing was nothing for the jurY to

*ff wla again, submitted to his lordsh'P tiàt the glàints ez-eegted' at, the -of fbur in connection with the e 0 ry-C9romn drain, contending that one wOuld case shot*d be tak n fr m the ju
ne polkbO for divition No. x was bave atiowered the purpose, and this was Mr. Nesbitt presSed for a Jury

-RUW Pigeon was the bone of -ýè9 n betw«n him and Said his lordsWp w0U1ýJ b.e Çanel
,,_çxlled tô Prove the book. He was. kre- Mr. Pearson., Witnesî told Mr. Nesbitt Saywhether the Piaintiff was aggn

visfon that whether the defendant: had a rightemt-at, the laU election in No. i di he had no personal spite against Mr. 'de eMt Pegnon there acting as Pearson. Mr, Armstrong also said it was The jury "Uld be left to deoi
4eputyleturmft& *%Cer. Witness -fûted: Il becaüse he was bard up that he had the act was Maticious and perVe'e'ot Mr. O..;ler contended thW latter4t ýthis division dcfýndànt gMng him the brought the ýactior4 and that the ' was novýlitÉe" saw de&ndeàit take a r. question of law, and bis lordsh'Ppersonal 

Welingon- 
bis part a inst

tRagt himseif. Witness Was 1W. ýPexrSOný gai the S=e View and discharged theIlé argpued igfWe, i1m, and. Mr ýÉ Mr. 'Nesbitt afterwards-eý the t Irhis concluded th examination oft* kup an oye on e Jed to tai that Mr. Pearson %W Dot tethe, table whde. ýe witn 4ýés, ý and Mr. -stabitt proceéï
ith his lordship the legalpbases of by 'e'rtue or hi$ "Îtion 8then inithdiéd th.eý 

ler but th*t bo'-'Wot paper d'i as argued by Mr. Qse, He quoteîd ti Sub-lye tù the place promèd $eC on 157> ýtUrnir1g- oifficer by',zl:---fc!r thý purpose, camebUt lapin and deý section f appointed, dePutY-13, in support ô conbent n t t ncil The SeCtIOn 'Qthé, balW in4he box. Re: feW Mr, Fumn bad à right te vote às pu - law of the cou h refd -at tbe time thaChe might bet > the çýus.e cired i by lqr. <Wu did not.,APPIYïe"officer)
were polling su.bdiviëontý-hAn afterwu& he he twigiit, calculated onl to prahibit a clerk froin Mr, Nabitt argued. di) tbeW L'ýrk 'Id 4ve. a righ thing5,wit*èis said he: saw M- voting, Au c hýe Wou S an aggrieveI4WYitý ih the, rýOU-boôk, and ideu, tovote only in case o(atie, but as deputy- that tl ýpntiff wi

Mtý Pearson ti,*td, réturnifie officer he had a perfect right to that it was. not -te. ýbe â«
tt à4endant LàAs h&vulg Vote, ý Mt. Nesbitt nee contended that The plainfiff Ceuld ha"ftlai"t'ff aa defendant,,4û liat théré *is no, evidence tol show t def ý ândgood te= fa, e done. endant in the boua nuinber a>g d wrç>ëg(ul act was wfifully for whom he îî6ted. lie,Yëaïs, and tbat, they usually tnâdû 2e nâ, I«d4p interrapted to say it wasof' t4e,4- ill-wui go, Aside. froXa thiý4Cach umiffl to dilictus this ýhaee'of the case. ýe noçM nominatiiDn d&ý, Witn the plaIntiff h&d sugeyrdego had, MY. Peirson was rto ignommus. other larepa,C ýî AxrA*tOtlg was Mr. Kesbitt quoted voluminously to Ceidente thmeeýý t b-- 'Owmd>iP, A*d 12ÉII Atm- sbow.that ale wmngful act ràust be pet-

and tnalicious. It bad been s'ho"XtÏ-. Pa-ýom- hâd ale4: tbtùý-ut. Pearson voted openlyl evidenS hÀý téhad a right to vote. Another defendant had yctefô thô" Jýýess of the towm4 in, point taised. by Mr. Nesbitt was th« the 4Vêsý but IrXâtte of dmitý,ag*, «çý Mr. p it« Mr Arramong, wu not.a pemubéën t wriîliie 4àfle t4j haveA» long as wit. ag rffl9d î il the stature provided that ad&d the lea
aggjîevtd', was entitiedI toclaim the penalty OfinnXned for wffflfutez

Cîti thest eoande> Mr. NeabiU
hold that there w»Ip reason ýwhy a déý-T6 'IMputyýAqÇC ShIQUid be putin, The plaiiitiff bad the statumXado ()Ut, nq Se.: bis a 0in ýmerit4 ùf the Mtý Osler, in rýp1y, quoted sections tofeétiug 

'Ïar the- Aëtioft pýovi' d a 1ýoOten tion tbat the act as comby the defçndàm wat wiXaL The uw the Co"
:Atned QWenla eôUmel alio "ffind.. e aï$ loiàv* resmred
lhow tbat Mr. r1earson hRd xio right 0

eeý#0D 44 re"ng, Oem to vt"., In. ýthm case
ce t1ýe týý t hâd neâWemo JMAleellî

W M
cced not he both chief and

$Oâtep ýf0,8 *&à quôted to sho n* fîm tqlgw 1
-à«, be at
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