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Railway Pass-3 7 Vici. ch. 9, secs. 92, 66, 98,and Ioo-Questions of fact in appeal.
In appeal four charges of bribery wei-e reliedupon, three of which were dismissed in theCourt below, because there was not sufficentevidence that the electors had been bribed byan agent of the candidate,
The fourth charge was known as the La-

marche case.
The facts were as iollows:
One L., the agent of c., the respondent,

gave to certain electors employed on certainsteamboats, tickets or passes over the NorthShore Railroad to enable them to go without
paying any fare from Montreal to Berthier, tovote at the Berthier election, the voters havingaccepted the free passage without any promisebeing exacted from, or given by them. Thetickets or passes showed on their face thatthey had been paid for, but there was evi-dence that L. had received them gratuitously
from one of the officers of the N. S. R'y Co.
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said, "Will 825 do?" K. answered, IlWhat- The learned judge, who tried the cases , foeveryou ikeit s nohingto e." he mney as a fact that the tickets had not beezi Palfwas left on the table. When bidding the and were given unconditionalîy, and therappellant B., good-bye, K. said: "IGentie- held it was flot a corrupt act.men, remember. that this money has no On appeal to the Supreme Court- dio-influence, as far as Iarn concerned, with Held, (i) (FOURNIER and HENRY, J*regard to the election." he appellant did senting) that, taking unconditionaly rai.flot atthe time, nor at any subsequent tîme, gratuitously a voter to the poli bY a'repudiate the act of B. This amount of $25 way company or an individual whateverbiwas not included in any account rendered by occupation may be-or giving a voter a1the appellant or bis financial agent, and large pass over a railway or by boat or .ito Osums were admittedîy corruptly expended in veyance, if unaccompanied by any condtthe election by the agents of the-appellant. stipulations that shall affect the voter's actio

H-eld (affirming the judgment of the Court in refrence to the vote to be given is 1t obelow), that the giigof the $25 by B. to K. 0hibited by 39 Vict. ch. 9. unodiwfs not anact of liberality or charity but a (z) That if a ticket, although given date'gift out of the appelîant's money, with a view tinlytoaoerbya gn olh a dto influence a voter favourabîy to the appel. has been paid for, then sucli a practice Woflant's candidature, and that although the be unlawful under section 96, and by vii teeomoney was not given in appelîant's presence, section 98, a corrupt practice, and by viryet it was given with bis knowledge, and there- section ioo, the election would be void, teaos
fore appellant had been personalîy guilty of a (3) That an Appellate Court w11l not re

a d the casecorrpt ractce.the decision of the judge who tried theodeAppeal dismissed witlî costs. on aquestion of fact without its bilCrePeau, Q.C., and Gormully, for appellant. apparent that his decision was clearlY ro

Irvine, Q.C., for respondent. 
Appeai disimssedMercier, Q.C., for appellant.BERTHIER ELECTION CASE. Lacoste, Q.C., for respondent.
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