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DIGEST OF CASES,

661

|

shewn that the forty votes were cast| to the clerk at the same time, but it

for the respandent, was afterwards paid into a bank vn-
Held, though this objection came | der the direction of the uccountant of

within the East Elgin Case, 4 App. | the Supreme Court, Held, that

412, there appeared to be too much having been properly paid to the

doubt about the question to strike clerk, the subsequent; disp«?ltion of

out the allegation ; for, Semble, that | it could not affect the petiticher,
8 person who has voted without & An election petition need

right to do so is not entitled to the | the time at which the return of the
respondent was published in the

Protection of the statute as to secret
voting, and that an elector should | Gazetts, ' I ye Russell Election Po-
not be prevented from showing that tition, 489,

the elected member obtained his
majority through bad votes, In re
West Huron Flection, 433,

—_—

PARTIES.

'Necesmry parties to petition under
Vendors and Purchasers Aet.]—See
ILL, 1,—INPANTS,

2. Dominien election case—Jurts.
diction of High Court of Justice—
Entitling of petition—Delivery 0
officer of Court of Queen's Bene,
Security ~— Mode of deponiting.] —
The Court of .Queen’s Bench is an
existing Court for the Ppresentation
and trial of Dominjon controverted
election cases, notwithstanding the
Ontario Judicature Act, 1881,

The petition in this oase was inti-
tuled, “In the Queen’s Bench, High
Oourt of Justice, Queen’s Bench
Division,” and was delivered, with-

See PrINCIPAL AND Surery, 2.

PARTNERSHIP,

Partnership *action — Costs.] —
Where, on the dissolution of a part-
nership between the plaintift and

d imperfect
whom and in which the busj of | one, whereupon the plaintiff brought
the Court of Queen’s Bench had for- | this ‘action for a winding-up, claim-
merly been transacted, and the officer ing that the defendant was mdebﬁgd .
entered it in the procedure book of|to him on acoonnt of partnership
the Queen’s Bennlf Division, , assets, received, which the defendant

Held, that the words « High Court | denied, and the laintiff succeeded.
of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division,” Held, that defendant must pay the
added in entituling the petition, [costs of the suit. Carmichael v,
might be rejected as surplusage, and | Sharp, 381,
that the petition had been properly "

Presented in the Quenn’so?::e m A WA
Held, also, that the act e officer
in enterin _i't ina wrong book should PARTY WALL,

ot _prejudicially affeot the petition, ing of window in, restrained,
'ﬂ’;n?!eposit zf $1,000 vs:t;iven ——gf’]‘;gmmas, 2, ]




