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The petition in this case stated that Mr. Munros was

roturned by a majurity of ten voteï that persons

not qualified to vote had voted for him ; that good

votes for his oppoisent (Mr. Hodgifls) were tenderec

and rejected ; that ballots improperly marked wers

rec-.ived and counted for Monroe; and that Munro'

and nis agenits were guilty of corrupt praeticea.

HlU, oit a sommons askissg for particulars <1) of th

persona not qualifi d to vote, and the grounds o

disqualifiCation, (2) of the votes tendered fo

Hodgifls, ($1) o! the counterfoils and ballot& fo

Hodginq lmnproperly rejected, (4) of the counterfoi

and ballots for Munroe isnproperly received, and th

Damnes of the votera s0 rejected or received, (5)

thse corrupt practicil' by resp)ondesît ansd bis agents

tisat particularti should not be ordered as asked

tise first. tîmird ansd fourth clauses of the sumnmos'

As Wo thse filt ei ause, the order followed that

Beai v. Smith. L. R 4 C. P. 145.

[April 17, 1875.-DRAPZR, C. J., E. à A.]

Hodinss, Q.C., showed cause, and hads

objection to the usual order as to corrupt lira

tices, but as to information respecting ti

ballots the petitioner could not give any, ai

besides, the cases of Stowe v. Jolliffe, L. K 9 C.

446, )facarine.y v. <Jorry, 21 W. R. 62

ahowed that ballots could only be inspect

under a special order.

J. B. Read, contra. If tihe petitioner d

not give the information asked as to the balle

h. shouldl be preeluded frorn relief on t]

brandi of bis case.

Dit&P&R, C..T., E. 1 . have in this casi

dispose of a snrrsmons whjch asks for a vani

of particulars, andi, ini order to dispose of

application, 1 shail take the suitiects in

order in which they are raised in the petit

andi sunîmosî, prosiisillg tîsat the petitio

(John Casc tden) seeks to avoid the election

return of Malcolm G. M1unroe, and to hav

decl.sred that the unsuccesaful candi'

(Thomas Hodgins) was duly elected and ox

to have been retursscd.

1. The case is clearly within the sev

generai rule, which provides that the p
omhiilig( of and the party fe ig

election ansd the~ return shaîl, Witlsin ag

time, deliver to the Clerk of the Election Court

and aiso at the address, if any, given by thO

petitioner and the respondent (as the case maY

be), a list of the votes intendod to be objected

to, and of the heads of objection to each suc

vote. I see no reason for a special oraler in this

case, or for varying from the terms; of this mbl.

So far, I slischarge the stimmnong.

2. Particulars are sssked for as to parties,

alleged ins the petition toi have bail gond( votes,

who intended to vote for the usssurcessful candi-

date, whose votes were tendered ansd iniproperll

rejected. I thissk the respondesit i.i entitled tO

itheir names, addsress, abode, ansd addition ; and

1 ordor accordingly.
3 & 4. Pulîl particulars are asked of tihe numbeP

on the counterfoil cf tisose ballots mnark<ed, or 90

markedi as to indicate votes for tihe satid'rlionula

il. 'dins, isnproperly irejected assd isot connted

o for hiîn at the said election ; and the nuinher 011

'~the counterfoil of those ballots whicls ivere void

r

their wvanting the signature or issitials of thls

se deputy returssing officers assd tihe namne of st0db

Sreturningy officer ; and of the isumbes o51 the

couniterfoil of those parties voting for more

a 8 cansdidates than one, and as having a ws iting Or

in mark by which the votera could be identified

and as uumasked or void for uswertaissty, Or

otherwise void under the provisions of tihe Ballot

10 Act; and specitic reasosîs for those otIserwisf

C- void; and tise names, address, ahode ansd addi'

h. tkon of the parties using such ballots, alla

n c which ballots were insproperiy accepted a"

P. counted for thse said M4alco.lm G. Munroe,

~7, mentiossed in the fourth clause of the ps-titiofl.

et) 1 arn bound to assume that the returssing 015

cer bas done bis duty, assd therefore bas, uOdet

oes the 20th section of the B3allot Act, returned ta'

ts, the Clerk of tise Crown in Clsancery bis rettirol

hat andi ail the documenîta and paliers enuineratoi

in that section, among wlsith are the counteroils'

e to It wuuld be useless to make an orler on tb#

ety petitioner to fssrnish insformations wii I18#

the no reasors to suppose ho poasesses. The saliS

the reasosi appears to me to sspply to every ite'fl,0

;ion near!y so, in this brasîch of the isumnmolîs-

mer referesîce to Stowe v. Jolliffe, L. R. 9 (.P.

ansi wlich wvas messtioned l'y Mr. Hodgisss, '(Il

e it have probab -y prevexsted tisis part of the 511%e

date mons wiih part 1 also discharge.

sght 5. It is furtber asked tisat an oriler 'ltt

issue for such partiesilars of (a) corrîtitpo

enth tices charged, (b) of bsilsesy, (c> tf tre:sti1 isg à

sarty (d) of tise nature of the unue issîltiencu', a5ld of

the tise parties practising the sasie, al ls 1'<

~ivefl referred tu isn the sixth clause of the peti't


