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cery, made changes and erasures therein and rexnoved therefrom;
the namnes of înany persons cntitled to vote and s0 prevented
suchelectos fromn voting ait the election, also that hie had giveni
copies of the votera' lista so imaproperly made out to his co-
respoîident and refrained froin furnislring such copies to the
opposing candidate anà concealed those mattera entirely f rom the
latter, and that ail thia was dune in furtherance of a design
previously arranged between the respondents of embarrassing
and hindering those oppooed to the election of the elected iera-
ber; also that the returning officer had signed a large number of
certificateia in blank té enabie votera to vote at polling places for
which their naines did îlot appear, and ihat the respondents had
in these and other wayq conspired to impede and interfere with
the free exercise of the franchise of niany votera.

Held, 1. That tire acta coniplained of might constitate cor-
rupt practiees within the meaning of sub-s. (f) of m. 2, R.S.C.
c. 9, for. although they were not no declared hy the Dominion
Elections Act, or by any other Act of the Parliamnent of Canada,
yet they were infringements on sabsequent statutory provisions
as to the conduet of elections and may amotint to corrupt prae-
tices within the conîron law of Parliament, as they might be of
stach extent that the eonstitutency had not had a fair and free
<)pportunity of electing the candidate whom the majority miglit
prefer, thîs fieing the test applied by Lord Coleridge, C.J., in

* ~Woodward v. Sarsoas. L.R. 10 C.P., Rt p. 743, and, therefore, the
paragraphia of the petitions setting forth sucir acts shoald not he
struck out on preliminary objections.

2. The conduat of the returning officer in connection wîth the
electiori being complained of, hie was properly made a respond-
cnt to the petition under a. 7 of the Act.

3. An allegation in the petition that the retarning officer,
with the knowledge and consent of the elected mnember, in many
ways improperly aided and ssisted in the election of the latter

* ia too vague and shoitld be struck ont.
Wilson and A. J. Andrews, for petitioncr. iIoweli, K.C., and

Plhippen, for respondents.

Richards, J.] TURNER v. SNIDER. f April 16.
ATeliqn.~-hfa»t-iab li vôf faf h r for infant 's tort.

The plaintiff's elain waa against a father and son for the
recovery of damages for the bags nf grain and hay by a prairie
tire started by the, son negligently firing -off a gun with the
muzie in mach close proximity toi long dry grass that it inimedi-


