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12 foot hy 40 and about 2 feet high. This platforrn the sup-

Porters of the by* -law eall the "polling place." The body of the
hall was allowed te be liled by votera wîthout restriction, and
many carne near the deputy returning effieer's table. It is
assrted, and not denied-and indeed it is obvios-that these

could hear the manner in whieh illiterate votera directed their
ballots to b. marked.

These irregxilarities are in themacilves, as it seems to me, suffi-

cient to justify the judgrnent appealed from...
(Beference te Re llickey and Town of Orillia, 17 O.L.R. 317,

340, 3421.
It mnay be-iît is not proved that it is not-the case that every

one of the illiterates was adverse te the by-law and voted for it
bea'ue ho knewv that the manner in which he voted might be-
corne public. The onus of snpporting a by-law, under sec. 204

of the Municipal Act, 1903, is upon those setting up that section,
and they muart shew that the irregularity did flot affect the
Mult of the election.

1 do flot go threugh ail the other irregularities proved-it is

te miy mmid plain that the enus bas not been met by the
supporters ef the by-law.

But we are pressed by the consideratien that these irregu-
larities were aequiesced in by the agents et these oppoaed te the
by-law. That there was ne objection is clear....

IReferenc.e te Re Sturmer and Tewn ef Beaverton, 24 O.IJ.R.
65, nt p. 76, per Boyd, C.; The Queen v. Ward. L.R. 8 Q.B. 210;
itgina ex roi. Rogis v. Cusac, 6 P.R. 303; Regina ex rel. Harris
v. Bradburn, 6 P.R. 308; Rex, ex roi. MeLeod v. Bathurst, 5
OULR, 573.1

There is ne evidence ef any actual. knowledge and acquies-
eence of these applicants. And I arn unable to convinee myseif
tbat tire knowledge and acquiescence et the "agents" can have
th. satme effeet-they are aqppointed by the head et the munici-

plty to attend at the polling place on behaît ef the persens
ineetiin and desirous of prometing or opposing the by-law:.

Municipal %et, 3 Edw. VII. ch. 19, sec. 342; but, in my view, it
is geing quite tee far te may that they must make an objection at
the. Urne te an irregularity, or ne ene cau taire advantage of such
irrqgulanty on a motion te quash.

The. peruonal disqualifiation-for that îs realy what ît îs--
of one who stands by and acquiesces in an îrregularîty doms not

attah to one who does net, but against whem the facts alleged
ar but that some one appointed by the head of the rnunîcipality
to repeselt ail who have the sarne interest and desire as himself


