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the position of the jury, but whether there is
sufficient evidence to warrant the verdict, and
whether the presiding Juldge is satisfied with it.
Here the learued Judge has found upon the
evideuce adversely to the. respondent, and 1I
ehould flot presume on a question of fact to set
Up xny opinion agaiust his, when hie had the
advautage of beariîîg the wituesses, apart frornt
the defereuce whicli I feel to ba due to a Judge
of his learuing and experieuce.

PÂTTERSON, J. -Thîs is an appeal from the
decision of Mr. Justice Gwynne, which set
aside the election and disqualified the candidate
for corrupt practices cornmitted by hini.

The evideuce ou one of the charges, viz., that
of bribing a coloured man named Stewart, is
quite sufficient to sustain the finding, and I see
no reason for taking a different view of it froin
that taken by the learned Judge.

The facts stated in evideuce were, that Stew-
art's wife had lier keg broken about two years
before the election by Mr. Neelon's team, which
liad rii away, aud Mr. Neelon had paid lier or
lier husband $55 as compensation, partly by
cancelling an accouint sud partly bycash. It
does Dlot appear that after that settiement the
Stewarts had hiad auy open account witli Mr.
Neelon, or baed been. obtaining goods on credit,
until Januiary, 1875. The Stewarts were dis.
satislled with tlie settlemeîît, but nothing was
done to remiove their dissatisfaction until the
approacli of the election uow in question. This
election was on the 18tli January, 1875. When
the municipal election for the township of
Grantham was being held, in the beginning of
the saine montli, Mr. Neelon spoke to Stewart
in a achool-house where a nuruber of people
were, andl asked for bis support, ý'hich Stewart
dedlined to, promise, sayiug that Mr. Neelon
bad not done the fair thing when bis wife's leg
was broken, and Mr. Neelon gave lim to under-
stand that he was willing to " do the fair thing. "
Mr. Neelon himseif denies that he made any
promise to Stewart, althougli lie ays that Stew-
art had put forward bis grievance as a reason
for flot supporting him, botb on tlie occasion in
tlie scbool-liouse and on another occasion short-
ly before that, when Mr. Neelon lied been can-
vaissing him for bis vote. After golng home
front the scbool-liouse, Stewart appears to have
told bis wîfe of the conversation with Mr. Nee-
ion, and soute littie time afterwards she wrote,
or dictated to lier daugliter, a latter to Mr. Nee-
Ion, commencing thus : " Mr. Neelon, you sent
me word by my huaband about voting, and
wlist I badl to, say, snd if you do wliat in iglit
lie cau use bis pleasure about it," and ending

hy asking $100 more. Mr. Neelon baad asked a
Mr. Sisterson, wlio was bis salesmani at the miii,
and apparently a confidential. agent in the elec-
tion content, to, go to Mrs. Stewart to see *"what
was the matter witi lier, " ami Mfr. Sisterson ws
at lier bouse when tlîis lettar was being written,
and wus told of it by Mrà. Stewart. The latter
was promptly sent by Stewart, and delivered to
some one at Mr. Neelon's iiil or office. Mr.
Neelon says the contents of it did not comae to
bis kuowicdge tili after the election. There is
quite ront oit the evideuce for a different infer-
ence, but the matter in not vary important. The
letter shows, at ail events, the termas on whicb
tlie Stewarts uuderstood'the negotiation to lie
proceeding. Followiîîg Sisterson's visit and the
sending of the letter, the facts next in oî'der of
tinia are showii by entries in Mr. Neelon'a
books, whera Stewart is charged, under date
lSth Jan., $4.44 for flour, &c, aud on the l6th
Jan., $11.17. The election was on the 18th
JaiîLîary. On lOtli Feb. Stewart is cliarged witli
flour, &c., to tlue amouxît of $3.51, rnaking in
aIL $19-12. Afterwards, Mr. Neelon hiuîself
settled wvit1u Stewart, al]owing hini $30 addi-
tional compensation in respect of the accident,
wieh lie paid by giving huîn in cash the dif-
féence between the $19. 12 sud the $30.

The leariied Judge havinig beau satisfied, upon ,

evideuce of this character, that Mr. N eelon bed
directly or indirectly, liy limiseif or by sorte
other person, given, ofered, or promiaed money
or valuable cousideration to Stewart in order toi,
induce hum to vote, it is impossible for us to say
that lie ouglit to bave come to any other conclu-
sion.

This disposas of the appeal witliout the neces-
sity of discuasiiîg the other Inatters covered by
thc very careful sud elaborate judgment of the
learued Judge. One of these subjects, riz., the
construction of section 66 of the Act of 1866, sud
the effect of the Act of 1873, wlien tlîat section
bas been violated with the knowledge aud con-
sent of the canîdidate, we have almeady baid
occasion to notice in the judgmeut of this court
ini'the Northi ;eniworth case. And we'have
furtlier to, constrne section 66 in the Soidhl
Ontario casd, in which judgmeut in now to ba
delivered.

Witli respect to the charge founded on ma lat
is spoken of as the "Sunday raid," I slial
merely sa>' that I amrn ot pmaparad to asisent to,
the apiffication to tliat case of tbe principle on
which the London .Elect ion case was decided, or to
bold that on that principle atone the candidate in
to be fixed with knowledge of the briber>' coin.
ujitteil b>' bis agents, however girons. sud delib-
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