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of the returns, J. J, Hatcher had a

Petry for the Democratic nomination

Floyd
for Representative mf/ﬁonnty, Petry contested the election.

majority of
' & fs‘*ﬁ(‘,ﬁ?f{'ﬂ'{}s cert=in b%{ﬁ]}ntg were held %o have been i'e*‘l‘f??@ﬁﬁrly
counted beesuge of the failure of the election elerks o

them sg provided by law. The result wes that Hatcher's me.j+
weg reiged %o 137, The judgment wes affirmed in Petry v. Hatcher
decided feptember 24, 1026. The trisl of the contest involving
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other grounds and defenges proceeded, as suthorized by Chapter 8
Acts of 1934 (Sec, 1550-28, Statutes, 1984 Supplement). It was
adjudged that the entire vote in John Posesum precinet (where

Hatcher received 81 snd Petry 23 votes) snd Jsek's Creek precinct

(where Hatcher received 375 and Petry one vote) ghould be disregard-

ed because of the flagrent violstions of the law =nd corruption
of the ballots. The result-was to hold that Petry had a majority
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