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iield, that he mnust be considered to ho an agent of the respondent, and

that the respandent was lhAble for any corrupt practice committed bv him.
The anly personal charge which was pressed against the respandent was

un accounit of his having paid money for the hire of teams to bring voters ta

the court of Revisian of the Votera' List, held shortly before the-election took
place, and after the respandetit had declared himnself a candidate. He bad

treated this expenditure as part af his election expenses in furnishing the state-
ment of snob aiter the electian.

,qei, that although this payment, flot being included in the lidt of permit-

ted expenditures under section 2 16 of the Election Act, was farbidden b> that
section, yet it was flot a corrupt practice within the ineaning af section 214.

Remarks as to the nature af the report necessary ta be nmade by the court

undcer section 248 of the Election Act as arne'nded by Statute 55 Vict., c. 12,

s. i i, in arder to save the election.
S7emble.- It is very questionable wliether even a single net oif hriberv CAT

be treated as of a trivial or unuînportant character.
lfw/.Q.C., and 1/rufor the petitioner.
/aeQ.U., and l>/z/fteL for the restiondent.

l<1. I.A,ý Ni, I April 25.
ATCHI:SON 71. MU INICIPA1.ITY OP- P>ORTAGE LA IPRAIR;E.

.1liciala foc La/// /r dta~! )t~tcon.ç/rtic(ed alone~' /,iýàw£ey

Tlhis was an action against the defendants to recover damiages for improper
aiid negligent construction of a ditch, whereby the plaintiff's lands wvere over-
flowed with water and his crops darnaged. The plaintiff's lands ivere in an
adjoîning municipality, and the ditch was constructed along the highway
Ihetwveen the plaitiiPa lands and the defendants' municipality. l'le provisions
ni the Municipal Act relating tai hîghways between adj'uining mnunicipahities
require the joint action of the two in any work upon the sanie. andi no stucli
action had been tqkeil. The cauincil of the defendant inunicipality had ot
passed any resolution or by-law or motion providing for the construction of
the ditcli in question. The niunicipality %vas divided ino two wards, the enst
ward and the west ward, and the evidence showed that there was a comxnittee
nf the counicil for each ward, and that these camrmittees decided upon the
expenditures of thie appropriations for public warks in their respective wards,
the appropriations being divided proportionately to the assessrnents ni the
respective wards. There was no evidence of any by-law, rule, or resolution ni
the counicil adopting such a course af procedure, except two resolutions, each

authorizing the treasurer ta pay out înaneys for ward appropriations on the
orders af the chairnten of the ward cammnittees. There did flot appear wo have
been any direct authority fromn the council ta the canimittee in connection with
the wark in question, nor any farmai repart upon it by the cammîttee, and the
ditch appeared ta have been constructed whally by autharity of the coin>'xittee
ni the west ward. Two paymrents were praved ta have been made by the
council to men who dug the ditch, and for the work in question. These


