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710 Canada Lawv Jonral.

Killamn, C.J., Dubuc, J.1 [July 20.

IN RF, LisGAR ELECTION.

Election petition-Svidénce Io disqualify-Pi»vof Mhat capudidâte took ail
r-easontabie means to prevent thte commission of corl-upt Practices-
Oflepices of a trivial, unimportant anmi /iited citaracter-Burden of
pe-coJ-Satetteenl of etc lion exipenses-Paynents by candidlale ot/ter-
.cise Mhan titrougit Vs election agrent-Paynientfor expenses on services
of agent-Dominiopi ElVection Ac, 1900, ss. 123, 127, 146- C$sts-
1Vilness fees-Si-5,5 VLýt., e. 20, S. ij- Giv*ing rai/wvay tiekets to voiers.

Trial of petition to set aside the election of the respondent for the
D ominion constituency of Lisgar and for the disqualification of the
respondent for personal coniplicity in corrupt practices. l'he tria! judges
founld on the cvidence that corrupt practices hiad been coninitted by
several agents of the respondent ; but it wvas urged on bis liebalf that, under
S, 127 of The Dominion Elections Act, 1900, the election should not 1be
declared voidi.

Hc/d, i. That, as regards at least two of the agents%, the respondent
had given no orders or cautions against the commtiission of corrupt practices,
and ilhat the circunistances were such as to throw upen hini the suspicioti
of having- sanictioned or connived at tbe corrupt practices coimniitted by a
thîrd agent, although he denied on oath baving been guilty of an>, sucb
conduct.

2. Tliat the offenep-s could not be deecmed to have been of a trivial
unimportant and limnited character.

3. 1'bat the onius was on tbe respondent to prove affirrnatively, for %bc
purpose of saving the election under s.ection 127 Of T1he Dominion Elec-
tions Act, 1900, that the particular offences proved bad been conimitted
contrary to bis orders and witbout his sanction, and that lie bad taken ail
reasonIal,Ii t -is for preventing the commission of corrupt practices, and
that lie bad failed to satisfy tbe Court in that regard.

4. Tbat, as to disqualifications of tbe candidate, the onus wvas onth
petitioner to, prove beyond a reasonable doubt the guilt of tbe respondent
and that there was not sufficient evidcnctý to warrant an affirmiative finding
that hie bad personally been guilty of corrupt practices, Centre /itn
Case', Hodginis 579 Russell Case, Ilb. 199; Il e/iand Gise, 11b. 187, ftollowedt.

5. Thàbt tbe giving of railway tickets, wbich were not %hewn to bave
been paid for, to, voters upon wbich to travel to, and froni the polis, couid
nlot be said to bie a corrupt practice under the Act.

6. TIhat the omnission from the election accounits, furnisbed tinder
section 14~6 Of the Act, of certain paymients made by tbe respondent, and
bis personal payment of the sumns direct>' instend of through bis election


