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are inferentially approved of, for in effect it is said, that which ie a helierlt
you do not maintain as abenefit. Tence tie Refereneyer bac!jurisdi .tol,
in these actions under s. 93, aocd I cannot sece how, when hie never liid
jurisdiction to hear and determine, his, having proceeded iîs to prevent tile
Court or Judge nîakdng an order of reference under o. 94 which but tor ~i
lie couic! du. Then it said that the rules framed under the Judicatture /' ct
do not conter power upon me as a Local Judge of the High Coi.r of
justice in regard to another Act (the Drainage Act). I cannut agree %ii i
this contention. The words in the rule Il In ail other motions, niatters andj(
applications " give mie as Local Judge fuil power to make the order. 1; .i
atn ernbarassed by the section itself; by the words Ilthe Court or ludge7'in
the i2th Elne of the section (94). An 1 the Court or 1udge Gwre
inentioned-clearly not, because I have no power to try the actioln, 'i he

Court or judgij " there nmentioned is the Court or Judge who shol no
order be made, has jurisdiction to try these actions. Now, 1 have no
diction to try these actions. 'Ihen is not Ilthe Court or judge" nwou
in the i2th line the Court or Judge mentîoned in the 5 th line, or alc
vice versa? I think so. If I arn not the onie, 1 arn not the other. 1 ,ini
clearly not the Court or Judge mientiotied in the tath lire, for the Comti or
J udge there mientioned is the Court or Jucige to try the cab--, and thi,
canntot do. 1 nmuet therefore refuse to grant the ordçr, but offly on tis
last ground.

.iliy)ee for plaintiff. G. G. .I.hofor defendants.

Falcoiibridg-, J.] V -. susr. SUMNIERFELDr. tliei.5
L'/elb' ~I,'oinczl egù1:tu-e- D~~'~a ehwing q1licer-S7oile./ /Jd.VO/

pap~rS/wwng ballot pip,'r arnd reti'ing la gîrce >n B;.
of idut-Diitiiges.

'l'lie plaintiff, a Conservative, to the knowledge of the defen&flwnt, a
deputy returning officer and Reformier> in miarking bis ballotindrty
rnarked it for the Rcforni candidate, against whom, however, bit iîitendei
to vote. He immediately anc! before hie had lcft the apartmnent Set iapazrt
for marking ballots, iformied the defendant of his mistake, and askod ior
another ballot paper, out the defendant said lie rmust firet see the lufflnt
paper, wbichi the plaintiff at first refuiied to do, but, on the Coniser\vati'.e
scrutineer recommnending hiim to do so, hie hinded it to the defeiain,
without rreasing or foldîng it so that it inigbt be placed in the ballot x
but so that those present couIc! flot sec how it was marked. 'lhle tlefe!icl
ant, looked at it, aoc! flhem cither showec! or placed it in sueh a inanner Unit
it couic! be seen, and was seen, by aIl present except one person, and t !i-
tending that it was not a spoilt ballot, anc!, contrary zo the pammt'

protest, placeci it in the ballot box, aoc! it was counted for the porson
against whorn the plaintiff intenc!ed to vote.

JIe/d, that the defendant by his acts in disclosing how the plaiiuiff'


