
REi, PRAYGLEY ADXI TOIVY OF S$TR4T7HROY.

'l'le v otesý were attacked on two grounds: (1) tliat these persons
vere uinable to read or write and 'otberwise incapacitated bv blind-

iils:s ur other hsia cause f rom iuarking their ballot-papers., aiid
thiat such ballot-papers were mnarked by tbe deputy returning ollii!c r
iii vech case, without any of the said persons rnakinlg a dleg-arailoi]
of înability tu read or physical ineapacity, and tun the absemie

àand flot :in the presence of tlie agents appointcd for and againM
thie by-law. and that such ballot-papers were illegal but weeput
fil thv ballot boxý and counted; (2>) tliat the ballot-; ani votes

were not the bal lotsý and votes of. the oersons uained, but were really
thet ballots and votes of the depu+y returnîng, officers.

.1. C. Judd, K.C., for the applicant.
T1. C.. Meredith. K.C., for the corporation.

STiELAU J., affer istting out the fauts ais abIove, trerrcd-
to se, - 17il of R. S..O. 1897 ch. 223, which isý the seci on dlealingf

withi theprcedig to be taken ini case of inaaiyof moti- t
maiirk their ballot-papers; and said that it was, apparent that TIC
deelaration ais to) incapaeiitv from blindnessý or other pihvsical

caus oriability to read was made b y any one of thle 10
voters lin quiestioni; thakt in sonie of theo cases the ballot-p)apers wel-e
not iarllkedi in iliepene of, tli agents of thle pgarties Suppo(i-l'r
anid oppoixsing thle by law lad that Do, ent ries opstw maeilles ogr
these pe(rsonls in] the po e coiuIImnf thle pol-ok er ade.

C'oiunsel for thie miotion c'ontendls th ioemlia ne wiCl tbe
presvribed fratisrenders the vtsvoid, wblile, the oppo)ýsillg

COUIV9el argujes thiat, undffer sec. '204 of' the Act, ... the
irreulartiesare culrable, n1pon Ille faets inevdn,
[Thlearn Judfge then set ont portions of thie ev idence.1
Thei(re is ni) doubha niaitteýrs scein to) have been rre on

bY the degputv rrtuiin1'n ffiers in respet 'if thei balloý oolil-
plainied o!navery irre-011lar1 way: buIt the bisin. eheen
pgiered are: (1) Wger-e the mlatters> oiititei to ho d('111 b\thi
wiatters wbliel, undlger the statute, il wams ohIlig;ltlur todobfr

ther voters 4eouldopel cast thieir ballotsI Or <211r the stich
irrejzilaritiesA as cani 1* renlidied unider sc,24if "the( gletiofl

uas condueted-4 in acodnewiti tlle î>inilslaid dlown ini fhe

affect Ol1w resulIt of tbe eleetfion"
Tet iie des]i shiortl ' wffli thef 10 obr :i, followF.
Demajrr-ý. Ther o11lv evidence isz thal or Whlte, theo deoputy

rtnngOfiker. It iis plain f roi fils atffiditiS that theg 5criu-
tirieefrs fle ot present whe lte ballot was iînarked 1o the dpt
riturning officeir for thie voter: thlat no deercion was taken as to


