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£i4d of the names, abodes and addition of par-
tiea who before, at, and during the return,
Offered ta corrupt and bribe, or give, or procure
4.dvantagre to the electurs to induce theni tot Vote for the respondeut, or to refrain froni voting
for the unstnccessfal candidate, and tise naines,
kýe., of the persons sought ta be corrupted, and
the specilic nature of such corrurption, bribing
'ad advantage8 referred to iii the seventh para-
glraph of the petition.

There was a very 8iînilar application iii the case
'O J3eai v. Sinith, L. R 4 GJ. P. 145, iii which
Willes, J.. nfter congitation witli Martin, B.,
%li Blackburn, J., ordered that the petitioners
mhoîîd, three days before the day appointeI for
ttial, leave wvithi the master and also give the
le-4Pondlent and bis agent jiarticulars in writing
of ail persons alleged to have been bribed, of

Výrsons allegel ta have been treated, and
of Rit persons aiiegred tc' havc 1ini undnlv influ-
'111ced ; and that n,) evidc*uce should be giveni by

petitioni-rs of any objection. not specifled ini
l11Ch partieularb, except by leave of a Judge,

aosui ternis <if any) as ta amndment,
Dç)tpneiieitand payment of costs as might

Orderel. Tîtat order was atfirmied on applica-
t11to tue Court of Coîninoni Pleas for the

74ler partieulirs which WilIes, J. had refused

0Iî 1 shall makie a siîuilar order on this
rni of the sniîîîions, except that 1 shall,

U1OWing tue usual. practice here, niake the terni
tolirteen days iiînteaîl of three, and wiII, in the
q%1ne îîianuer, dispose of tue aplbication as ta

tinatt ,rs chared iii the eigiîth, niath and
J Partg(raphsï of the petitioîî.

Order accordangly.

SJOUTH OXFORD E .ECTION PzrTITION.

te-; IIN OPKINS, v. ADAM OLIVERL.

~l fresp-indent cannot be mnade partyj to ettJt
34 Vict., cap. 3, nec. 49 -" Perdon other tlusn the

~eee didate.,

I lettkion b2sidei charging the respondent wlth
IvariOui crrupt acta, charged an a-ent of hi@ ot

j iOlar acta, ana clainied that the agent waa subjeqt
t'Ohle salas disqualifications and penalties aa a

cInididate. The prayer of the petition asked that
thâagent might be madle a party to the petition,

%bld that lie inight be subjectcd to Such disqqali-

lt3ti>Ms a,îd penalties.
'-That there ia no autbvtity in the Election

'&età <r elsewhere, for mnaking an agent ofa
tOdî4date a dofei.dant lu a petition on a charge

of peron5 ja rnisconduct on hi& part.

2. -There i. no authority given to the Electlon Court
or thse Judges, to subjeet a person "'other than a
candidate 5't<, suds disqualifications.

S. -Tse Jud-os' report to the Speaker as ta, those per-
sono other tlîan thse candidate," who haye been
proved guilty of corrupt practices, la not conclu-
sive, au a,; ta bring theni within 34 Vict. cap. 3, sec.
tg, and ano hable ta penal consequencea.
[Chambers-April 10, 1875. DRÂpsa, C.J., E. & A.]

Thisa petition, in paragraphi 3, charged that
Adamn Oliver was by liiiiseîf, and others on lus
behaif, guilty of bribery, treating and undue
influence, whiclh are coirupt practices, and
(paragraph 4), of procuring divers persona
kîîowingl1y to liersaîsate aîid assume to vote at
the clection in the naines of other persons who
were voters, and (paragraph 5) providing, drink
and entertaitiment at his (respondent's) eèxpense
at meetingys of electors, and (pîaragraph 6> of
keepingr open divers liotels, taverns and shops
Where spirituonis and fermented liquors were
ordinarily sold, aid of selling and giving sncb
liquora to divers persons corruptly to influence
them. Other general charges were also made.

The l7th paragrapli stated thiat Peter Johnson
Brown was an agent for Oliver, bufore, during,
at a nd subsequent ta the election, ix, furtiiering
the samne, aný was guilty by himself of each
and ail of the said corrnpt practiu.es; anfi peti-
tioner sub1mits that the vote of Brown for the
said Oliver was tiierefore nul] and void, and hoe
(qu 1 who> thereby becanie incapable of being
-elected to and of sitting iii the Legielative
Asseînbly, and of being î'egiitered as a voter
and of voting at any eleècti )n, and of holding
any office at the nomîinatiofi of the Crown, or
tIse Lt. -Governor, or any municipal officér.

The seconîd paragrapli of tue 1îrayer of the
petitiolier, asked tisat Brown should be made a
party ta tliis proceeding, in respect of the said
charges sa made agaiiist him, ta the end that
ho mighit have an opportuîîity of being heard,
and that lus said vote inighit be declared nuli
and void, aîîd hie declared inîcapable iii the
several partictîlars hereinbefore mentioîîed.

The petition contained no direct ahlegation
that Browvn voted at this election, tisougli it
was submitted that the vote of Brown for the
resposîdent wvas nuil and void. But tlîe decision
of the learned Judge was iii no way based on
this omission.

A isunm ,ns havinag been granted to set aaide
the i7lth paragrapli of the Isetition and 2nd
paragraph of prayer.

Osler îlîewed cause.
Iloyles sup ported the surîsmons.
The arguments appear in the judgment of
DRAiPER, C. J., E. & A. 1 prestime Mr. Hoyles

represente:d the resposîdent, and therefore that

Xlee. Case.]1
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