
THE.. MAS\,TR-Fromi the, nature of the e\videnice adduced
by thle reiltor, I ai, of opinion that the real intent of the
appliL-ation1 is to 'cet icarsn i Ui placeý of the respon1-
denit. Thi 1 hoever, caýnnot be donc under the crui
stiaces, as it i; flot evenl a1tti.m1pted to> be shcewn that the re-

~podt.t'squaifiatin ws objected to at the nomination,
so that the, electors înighlt have a opporturnty of nloinlating

anohe cadiat: Iegnaex reL. T'iningll v. Edgar, 4 P. R.
36; egin exrul. AdJanison v. Boyvd, il). 204; Rei ex rel.

Fordl v. McIlae, 1 P. R. :"09, 315; Reina ex rul Frwr
v. etir, P.R. %; ex ex rel. SteeV. Zîimmerný,iian,

Withi re-f(runee ho the grounds of diqaiiain1aleged
against thie respond(ent, 1 ha;vi, had occa;sioni ho conside2r these
fully in Eux ex rel. Oonelv. Broolulield, autoý 295, in

1he Il folocdth idchioni of the Chieof -iuitfee of the
Kig' enhin theo Zimuwrrnanii:ti case, and ld thie respon-

<Iunt ho b',iqahfe for the reaýson1s stateod.
Ili add(j1ii to thearumnt I)iit foirward In Pox ex rel.

Wl'Doiinehl1 v. rmomfield, counsel for tlie respondent in this
cae o11te11dý thlat the rvpodnî eing, a tr1uc (if union

.seho(ol section mîîumber 1 andl '- Ini th tow\nships of' Northi Ox-
ford and Easi.t Nissouiri, dJo(s not corne witlun tlie dlisqua1li-
fying clause, whichi statvs "an no ic memlber of a seolboard
for whieh rates aire levied(."

It appearýs to nie that if is not inaterial whletie«r the re-
spondent is a mernher of ai corporation ealledl " The Boatrd of
Public Sehlool Trustees of Union Section,> ce., or whetber

lie is a mermber of "The. -- Publie School Board ;" ho
18; a mieniber of a « sehool board" withiii the, provisions of the
Avt reswecting, Public Sehools, 1. Edw. Vil. ch. 3v).
Jt is e'vidlent from Ilhe dliffrent soetions of this' Ad tt th le
school section iii question has aý hoardl of tm(les and also
that[ rates aLre luvied fcr its use-. Even if the wordl "board"
was not usedl in the Public ShosAct, there being Ii fact a
Corporation forîned tocar on Ilhe educah.ýiionail >vsteni o(f the
t ownsh 1il- at thc puiblic. exese wouldl bol thait'tue( disili-

fyin clusein qulestion would refer to the nienihrs of the
corporation for the tume being.

With reference to the costs, o! these prnceedings., I arn of
opinion . . . thatf the relator bias been put forward by
the clerk of the tcwsiand that he is in reality the relaitor
-bis affidaivits to niy mm iid indicate that fact. Se Regina ex
rel. McMullen v. Deisie, 8 U1. C. L. J. 291, and Rlegina ex
rel. Brine v. Booth, 9 1'. R. 4,52. But I do not tbink that I
shouild apply these dlecisions in the absence of actual prou!


