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for the arbitrater, but the burden cf proving that it is reason-able that he should b. present is on the workman,
Judgmnent of the court below afflrxned, Lord Shaw dibacnt-mng.

Frein Court of Appeal.] Dec. 4, 1911.
DE BEEIW CoNqsoLiDATicD MINE2ý Lxx1TEr v. BEiT1siH SOUTH

APRICA COMP&NY.

Mlortgage-Debetires.....loatùig chAarge-0rant of exclusivemiising tighis-log on, equity of re*mption-Mo"oly
The appellant cornpany advanced money to the respondentc.ompany, and agreed to &ý,cept debentures in satisfaction of thelban, and aise an exclusive license te work <,ertain diainondf-ferous ground the property of the respoident company. Thedebentures were issued, secured by a floating charge upen theentire assts and undertaking of the respendent contpany. Theloan was afterwards paid off.

Held, that the exclusive license was flot a cbog upon the equityof redemption, and reniained in force a.Zter the repayznent ofthe advances; and was flot void as being a grant of a "monoplyof trade" within a prohibition centained iii theà charter of theresponden-' conipany.
Judgment of the Court of Appeai reversed.

province of Ontario.

COURT 0F APPEAL.

Pull Court,) Ex L'. YoL, NGS. [Dec. 22, 1911.
CilinittW iaw-Offer of bribe te procure offlif, inder the Crowns

Code, 88. 158 (f), 162(b), 1014.
Case stated for the opinion of the Court, under sec.. 1014 ofthe 'Crinal Code, by Barr3, J., bef ors whem and a jurythe. defendant was tried upon an indictment charging that hedid proise te pay ont Robert E. Butlr the sum of $i,wo0 teindue the nad Butler te use his influence te proclire tede-


