
RE .SHEA RD.

by the defendants to advocate their case on the inerits as to, use
the influience he -was thought te possess to procure for the defend-
ants results not necessarily based on those menits.

The contractl fell clearly within the authority of Montefiore
v. Mend(ay Motor Componients Co. Limited, 119181 2 K,13. 241,
followedl in Yeomains v. Knight (1919), 45 O.L.R. 55, and should
bc deckared void.

That the defendants believed that the plaintiff was the meants
of procuiring some contracts ai; least for thom was e\idenced by
the. fact that a substantial suai had already been paid to the
plaintiff for commission; though, if ho were legally entitled fo any
comis-sioni, iL should have been one per cent. and flot o)ne-hif
of one per cent. Down to the tiiue whcn they paid thie plaintifi,
the. defendants had not rcpented of entering into a contract con-
trary Wo public policy, The Court should net be over-m-illing. to
encourage or condone illegal acte to which, both plaintiff and defend-
ant have been parties, even to the extent of awarding costs to a
defendant successfully resisting, on that ground, a claimn upon the
Wleal contract. Tlhe action sheiuld therefore be dismissed without
ots.

ORD)E, J. SEPTEMIBER 17THI, 1920.

RE SHEARD.

Will.-Construction-Di8tribution of ReMiue-Dis1rib)utioni aong
Childrent in Equal Shares-Share of Child who shioutd( Pre-
deeease Teatator Io Go Io Chiidren of IMIt Child-A pplea t ion
Io Children of Child ailreadly Dead at Date of Will.

Motion by Charles Sheard and Arthur Sheard, two of thie
beneficiaries under the will of George Sheard, dcaefor an

odrdetermining a question as to the distribution of the test ator's
estate, requiring the interpretation of the wilL.

The motion was heard ini the Weekly Court, Toronto.
W. ,A. MeM\aster, for the applicants.
W. G. Thurston, K.C., for the executors.
G. M. Willoughby, for Lilie Olive Mitchell, Mary Henson,

and Laurena ]3raden.
F. W. H{arcourt, K.C., Officiai Guardian, for the thre infant
rranchilrenof the testator.


