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hii if lus evidence would have assisted the respondent.
Royis evidence, therefore, remnains unshaken upon two vital
points on which it was open to contradiction, and I must
lhold thiat chiarges Nos. 30 and 32 (the latter as regards pay-
menrt of inoney only) are proved. I attach no importance to
the paymnent of $1 at the station. It was probably made
rnierely to ge!t rid of a pestering tramnp. As to the Daigle
chargres, the tlrst, as to the promise, is proved; the second,
as u dite paiymienit, is net.

Chiarges 54 to 57 inclusive. Charge 54, that on poffing
day one W. H. Plummier, an agent, gave Wm. Turpin t4o
botties of whisky, to lie corruptly given by Turpin to voters.
it was proved thiat Plummer gave Roy, on Turpin's order, two
ho t t1es of whisky somne tirne during the afternoon of the pull-
ing day, one o! wlichl 'Roy handed to Turpin, but there was
no evidenice thiat thec latter treated any elector with that
whisky. Thi4 chiarge and charge 56, sinilar to charge 54,
substitutinig lty naine for Turpin's, are both dismissed.

Chrg 5-5, thait Pluiiiiîiur gaive Turpin a surn of money to
Le expenided (1l> iri Iribing voters, and (2) for the purpose
of corruptly providinig meat, drink, and refreshment to voters
on polling day. lumknue(,r's evidlence was that, some eight
or ten days bMore tie polling dlay, hie, on bis own account,
*rnployed Tuirp)in to act ats a sort of dletective, to spy upon
and report the coniduet of the petitionier'is party. That he
was te pay hiin for bis services $,24. Plummer'a blotter con-
tainedl two enitries, one for $6paîd "Turpin," and later
,,Tuirlini in fui $10." The remnaining $8 were not accounted
for-, That any of the mioney received by Turpin froin Pluin-
mer11 waIs ac(tUaly expenlded in bribery, there lis no evidence,
aid,, thierefore, howeover, littile confidence wc xnay have that
therie was no milawful e-xpenditure, of that kind, we cannot
inifer tuat tie inioney given to Turpin was given for eucb
pur-pose. Thie note, or order (if Clappertons evidence o! its
contenits is true, andl it was not denied by Plummer) con-
tains a very daînagiiug suggestion, and liad therc been any
evi( Ivenc of actual bribery by Turpin, it would, I think, have
b)ee.i diflicult not to flnd the charge proved, apart froin the
question of agency, as an offence under sec. 159 (c) of the
Election Act.

On thie second branch of this item of the particulars, vii.,
thec giving of meat, drink, or refreshnient to a voter on ac-
co un t o f iis being about te vote, or havizig voted, etc., it was
proved hy Clapperton that he was a clerk in the grocery
ehop, or store, of one Qandreau, and that o! the $5 taken in
by the witness on polling day for whisky or beer supphed


