
Il Con. IRule 522 applies to the proceedings iin aiu eicction
petition, it does not help the respondent, as ît eensonly to
affidavits sworn before the solicitor of a party to the causù or.
bis clerk or partner.

The Ilules of Court touchuig controverted elc in ake0
110 provision on the subjeet, and s. 113 of the Otrocontro0.
verted Elections Act, R. S. 0. 1897 c. 11, prov ides thiat So fair
as thiese ilules do' not extend, the principles, patcand
Rules on which petitions touching the elee(tion of mneinbers
te thec loeuse of CoMmons of England, wure on thev lSthf
February, 1871, deait with, shall be obseýrved.

1 arn referred to nothing under this head wieh.I touhes
the point.

Then it is said that, in the absence of anY Riule ordeii,
thle principle of certain decisions ini equityv ouglit te be ap-
plie(], and the agent of the solicitor i.n the cauise who prepared
the papers ought to bie held to, ho within the miselhief whlieh is
struek at. Foster V. Hlarvey, il W. R. 699, S.C., in appeal,
9) 1,. T. N. S. 404, Duke of Northumberland v. Todld, 7, Chi.
D. 777, and In re Gregg, L. IR. 9 Eq. 137, 143. were cited.

It is not suggested that any actual irnpropriety b las (xi-
curred or that any wrong or injustice lias been done. Thle
objection is, therefore, a strictly teclinical onle, and, if we are
te look for analogy or prineiple, I soc not why weo should( go)
beyond our own Rule of Court above reeredto wileh does
noet include an agent.

Further reason for holding that the objection fails, evenl
bad the affidavits been sworn, bef ore onie of the inhers of
the firmn whon 11W appear te, be the petitioners' solicitors, is,
that when the affidavits were sworn there was 110 cause4 or
matter in Court and therefore ne solicitor on the record.

In this respect the case is more like Reginia ex rel. Biai-
dèli v. Rochester, 12 TT. C. IR. 630, than any which lias b(en
cited. There, the relator's attorney took the- rýcognizanvo
qrnd affidavit on which the County Judge aeted in granting the
fiat for a mnunicipal sununons. The Court said, per Draper,
C-J., that no rule or practice governed the point, and, even if
tLhey doubted the strict regularity of the proceeding on the
xround of the conunissioner being aise the attorney, they
w ou d -e slow to interfere unless a very strong necessity fer
ýe doing was made out. The case was cernpared te that, of
ffie suiug eut of a capias on1 an affidavit takeni before a coin.
nissioner who afterwards acted as plaintiff's attorney in suig
)ut the writ.

On every ground the objection fails, and the motion is dis-
nissed, with costs to ho taxed and added te the petitioners'
çeneral eosts of the cause or paid te the petitioners in any


