
RE WVEST PETELRBtOROU GH DOMINION ELECTION. 19

Mr. Watson objccted:
(1) That there was no jurisdiction to mnake the order of

2nd December; that the 10 days al]owed by sec. 18 for ser-
vice having expired, and no application having been umade
within the time for an allowac of further tinie, the matter
was at an end.

(2) rIhIat, even if there was power t'o nake the order
after the expiration of i le 10 days, the order actually made
was not authorized, because it was not shewn thaÏ there
were in tins case anvý spcial1 circunistances of diffleultv in
effeeting personal service.

(3) That tile service actuiiv,\ inadle upon lRoi)and (Ilover
should not be deemed personal se~cor aiwd

Il M'as (>bjt'cted that tlie qu,-Ctins now rid.are naot
preli m irr'v objection-, witiîin the nieaning of thie Act. 1
do not felquite sure that the question of jurisdiction tO
xaake tiw order is such prelimiriarY objection.

Section 19 deais with what ma'be donce " after the ser-
vie of the pet it ion and the aceotiilanî in,,- 1oic. l'le re-
spone1nt 1)1;a p)resent . prP1iiniiary objections or

gromîd ofinuffciccvagainst ficw putition or the peti-
t ionier, or agis n frhrpucdigtiiereiin."

It was held in t1e DotîgyIonminion Election C'ase,
15S. C. Il. 1, that " service nlot made wiîen il shouid have

beuii miiie," and1 "that iervice was not madie on the person
to whoma it shouiti have been umade," were i)Ioperly prelimin-
ary objections, and these were deait witiî by' the( Court.

ln the Southt Leedis D)ominion Election C;ve M[r. Justice
Osier helti, 27th June, 189)1, that thie objection that a proper
1otice was noet served( wvith thie Eciinought flot to be con-

sied a rl nr obecin, but shoulti be taken by
waY of miotion Io çet asýide- the petIlii.

Iaigregard to the Montmiagniv case and sec. 164 as to
what is 1pelbe treat these objections as preliminary
ones, or, at ail events, as objections I have power to deal

ih.Mr. Watson abandons ail other ob)jections; logically
he miust do so, as, aceording to bis contention, there baQ
bee(n no service. I do net think the repondent shoul be
eonsidered as luaving waivedl bis rigbt to press the objections
wiamed, by reason of putting them in after the sealdser-

vierelied upon by the petitioner.
Vpon the argument the respondent's affidavit -%as flled,

and he was presexit in person, and bis evidence astendered
up-on any point upon which information was desQired by the


