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ton Who dlaims; te be placed on the liat of votera

for any county, he shall expunge bis naine from
the list, if it be on the liat, or disallow bis dlaim

to b. put on the liat. These statutes8 contempiate

the party heing foundl guilty before the penalties

attach. The decision of Mr. Justice Blackburn
in the Beivdly Case, in 1 O'M. & JI. 176, is to the

saine effeet as the latest case referred to in the

Conimon Pleas.
As to the alleged champerty, if the petitioner

co-uid not enforce the alleged bargain that the per-
sons known as the Liberal.Conservative Asso-

ciation made witiî him as to paying costs, that
does not .stablish the fact that this petitioner has

not a right to present a petîtion. His right arises

from his being an elector, dniy qualified to vote at

the election, îîot frorn any interest acquired by vii.

-tue of a champertous bargain. It înay be doubted

whether a proceeding of this kind ia one to which

-the. ordinary miles reiating to champerty can ap-

piy.
One of the lateat cases 1 have seen on the sub.

jetis Hilton v. WVoods, L. R. 4 Equity 432. There

the. plaintiff was not aw'are that hie was the owner of

-certain coal mines until a Mr. Wright informed

hum of it. An engagement was finally mode betweefl
hlm and Wright, that in consideration that lie wonild

iguarantee the plaintiff againat any costs, Wright
Shouid have a portion of the value of the property
It was contended on the argument that the bill
nut be disniissed. on the ground that the. agree-
inent entere1 into *between the plaintiff and Mr.

Wright aiîîouuiteil to chainperty and maintenance,
.aud was au illegal contriîct. Sir R. Malins, V.C.,
ini giving judgrnent, said -- «L have carefuliy ex.
amined ail the authorities which. were referred to) in

tuppoit of the. argument (as te dismissing the bill,)
and they clearly establish that wherever the righit
of the plaintiff in respect of which hie sues is deri yd

su11ie a titi. fouaded on ciianiperty or mnaintenalnce
his suit wili on that accotunt neceasarily fail. But

'no aUthority was cited, nom have I met with any,
Which gocs the Iength of deciding that wben a

»laintif lias an Original aud gond title to, propetY,
he becomes disquahlfed to sue for it Iry having

,eUkl.4iïto an ipmproper bargai> withbis soli4,Mior

a to the mode of renuin"ratlug h!iifor bis profes-
eional servicesor Othervise. *1 * *' if Mr.

'Wright hiad been sxuing by viatug of à titie derived

sldrthat contract, it woulu have been nîy dîît-Y
«tO d.smiss the bill. * 0In this eaue the plaintiff

dcOnîie8 forvard to assert his titîe to property which
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was vett& in him long before ho entered into the.

improper bargain vlth Mr. Wright, aud I cannot
therefome hold him disqualitied to sustain the suit."

Hie efusedl to dismis the bill.
Heme the petltioner'a right ta not aciquiîed by

virtue of uny bargain witb the Liberal.Conservative
Association, and by anaiogy to the above cae, even

even if the. alleged bargain voe champertous, which
1 arn by no means iîiclinsd te think it was, that

would b. no reeson for stayiflg the proceeding

On this petition. See aiso Carr v. Tannahill et ai.

31 U. C. Q. B. 2:10.

W. do not consider that the objection, as atated,

to tii. Petitiou.rs right to vote at tiie election, and

his cOnsequent inability te petition, arises nder
the llst section of the Ontario Act, 32 Vic., cap. 21,
oi a Sinîilam provision, section 3 ils the. Corrupt
Prac-ticeu Act of Canada, passed in 1860.

It is 4aid that the fact that a third person was tu

PaY tihe expenses of tht petition, and had in> faet
paid for the luat petition, was not caiisidered te be

any imnpedliment ta the hearing: Lyme-Regis C4a

P. R, D. 87; Wolfeîstau 44, 14.

As ta the. hast preliniinary objection, that the.

petitioti was not signed by tiie petitioiier boncefid, it

"5 'tiitk( il, Woiferstan on Elections, 44, that where

fraudt was proven againat the. petitioner the. petition

was î1ot heard : Canterbury Ca-se, Cliff. 361. Such,
it is presurneil, wouhli also b. the. decisian in the

58.59e Of a petition proved te have been signed mata

-fid4 by some pemso on behialf of the. real petitioner:
See, Sliqo Casme, F. & F. 546. But thc fact that a third

pcmson was te psy the. exp.nses was not conaidered
an objection te the. iearing: Lyme-Regis Case, 1 P.
R. &D. 37. At page 14 of the. same work it isstated
that if fmaad or otiier iniproper influence has been

used in obtaining the sub scrlptiou of nanies tea

petition, sucii a petition doubtiess wouid not b.

proceedeh with.
The reauitjs, tat as ta the fiast proliluinary ob-

j*!ction, tlîat is triabie befome the ElectinJudge as

a matter of fact. Tii. secon.dpreliinary pbjection

is disallowed, as also the fourth, with regard te

ciiampery., .&s.te th, fifth, it iii a matte! of fact

wiietiier lie is the pqteitioner or whther mny fraud

bas been practised ou> h#14. T4e mers fact that

it bas been agreed betwee i anl sd othera that h.

shahl proceed wtth the petition in bis nýnle, aud

that tbey viii contribute tow&irds payinq the ex.

Penses, can b. no objection te the petition as vs

understand thé law.


