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as aiuch owner, tenant or occupant, hecau8e, as the

fact was, one Farighar was assessed ini respect of

the said real property as tenant, and one Arnall as

owner of the sanie, at the value of M20, wlîich was

the full value thereof, and the said Fai-aghar, at

the turne of the rnakitng of tho said assesmment, was

'n actital possession of the said property as sue],

tenant, and no appeal wa.4 had against the said

assessinent o! the saitt Faraghar, and after the de-

livery of the assessment roll to the clerk of

the mnîicipality by the assessor, the said Faraghar

ceased to be, and the petitione'r became, tenaiit of

the said property at a monthly rent of'tive dollars

and fifr.y cents, and thereuipon the said petitioner

appeared before the Court of >?~vision for the said

inunicipality, andl fraudulently procured the naine

of the.said Faraghar to be erased from. the said roll

and the naine of the petitioner tu ho substituted

therefor, and fraudulently procured the value o! the

said property te be inserted in the said roll at

$600, in order to give the petitioner an apparent

qualification to vote, and no notice of the said ap-

plication o! the petitioner was given either to the
said Arnail or Faraghar, or any other proo

by puiblic notice o! any kind, but the said Court of

Revision, well kuiowing the object of the said peti-

tioner in procuring the said alterations in the rol

to bo made, and fraudulently intending to carry

out the said object, mnade the said alterations, with-

out which the petitioner would not have been on-

titled to vote; and the respondent subinits that by

reason of the matters aforosaid the said alterations

wero and are void, and the said Court of Revision

had nojurisdiction, undor the circumstances afore-

Said, to make the said altorations, and the peti-

floner was not entitled to vote at the saidl olectioli,

and was tiierefore incapable of boing a petitioner.

3. That the potition should not be furthor pro-

Cooded with, on the ground that the petitionerwas

beforo, during, and after the said election, guilty O!
bribery, treating and 'indue influence, whereby his

Otatus as a voter and a petitioner was annihilatOd-

4. That the petition should not ho further pro-

eeded with, on the ground that before the filing

Of the petition a champerfous bargain was miade

betwoon the petitioner and certain other porsona

)uW as the Liberal-Conservativo Association,
*hereby it was agreed that the costa of tho mid

Petltion should ho, paid b y the porions know'n 88

t'le Liberal-Conservative Association aforesd, and
WllerebY the naine of the petitioner ahoiild ho use&.

5. That the petition should not be further pro--

coedod with, on the ground thaf tho potition was

not 9ignod by the petitioner bona fide with in-

tent on the part of the potitioner to prosecute it,

but that bis naine was being used rnala ide by-

other pet-sons, who were the real petitionors.

A sunînons having beon obtained to strike out

the prelirninary objections,

-4lccartlêy, Q.C., for the petitiotior, moved the

1anie absolute, wlîereupoil the Court called upon

Bethune in support bf the preliminary objec-

tion. The petitioner was not a good petitiontir,

because tho Court of Rovisioli fraudulently inserted

his naine on the a8sessinent t-oll, in order to givo

hum an apparent q1ualification to vote. This was

done1 wifhout notice te any persou affocted by it,ý

and thereforo the Court had no juri.4dictiolt to ini-

serih naine; Regina v. Court of Revi-sion of'

ComnWal, 25 U. C. Q. B. 286. The petitioner was-

guiltY O! bribory, and therefore cannot vote; and

if 8o, cannot petition. Roe on Election» statos-

that an eloctor Who was on the liat, but disquali-

fled, could not petition. Here it is charged that,

the voter was guilty o! bribery before and at the

tixu o! the eloction, by reason thereof he is not

qualitied to vote. The words o! the Act are that

the petition niust ho signed by a porion duly quai--

itiedl t3j vote. Hero he was not duly qualifled to

vote. The petition was signed by the potitione- at

the instance of the Consorvativo Association, Who

agreed te pay the exponses of it. This is chain-

pet- Walli v. Duce of Portland, 3 Vos. 494.ý

Champorty aud maintenance is stiUl a good dofence

te an action at Iaw : Carr et al. v. TannahctU et al.

30 U. C. Q. B. 217. The saine reason applies to-

petitions. This proceeding reseinhles a suit by a

shareholder onhbehalf of himself and ail othsr share-

holdera. If so, they must sue by some porion Who

is notdisqualitied: Iar,NanW&C cA <ciaU

4 De G. F. & J., 78.

ÂIffCarthy, Q. C., in reply. Adxnittiiig that,-

telchnicaily, the Court of Rovision were wrong in

puttinig petitioner's naine on the assesmment roll,

nevertheless, as it appearod froin the statentin

the Preliîninary objection that the potitioiier would,

have been entitled te have bis namo on the roil,

the juriadction o! the Court o! Revision had been.

properly mnvoked for the. aount for whlch it was

insertod, and as thse levy for the year was basod on

thse roll as aitered (however lrreguIily), and 'ne


