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Div'i Court.] [Dec. ai, 1894.
THE CORPORATION OF LO)NDON WUST V. BARTRAM.

.W~plcor»oration -Remaval of ekRouin teeo-ufdc

The removal of a cierk of a nmun~icipal corporation may be by a resolution, it
nt being esseritial tliat a by-law should be passed for such purpose.

Vernon v. Corporalion of Smi/k's Fals, 2i 1O. R., followed,
E. R. Casneron for t4e plaintiff.
The defendant in persan.

Dil' Court.] [Dec. 2t, 12,94.
MCDERMOTT v. TRAcKSrLL.

A çse.sment r'f fa.rc.v- Lea-iinç fa.r b/i wilh ratePayer-Denand of Peiyinent-

The mere deli'ery ta a ratepayer of the -statement of taxes due is noct
sufficient evidencc of the deimiaud required to be made for the payment of suc>
taxes, unless a by-law has been passed stating such delivery sufficient for the
purpose.

.11ibee for the plaintiff.
1dii,,ton, Q.Cl, for the defendant.

Divl Court.] BAHE .ADES Dec. 2 1, 1894.

:)flidz<sr~eciIon -Production of orzi'/nal record of acqutitl-Sufflcigtcyof.

\Vhere, ini an action for maliciaus prosecution in proof of the determina-
tion in plaintimfs favour of the criminal proceedings in respect of which the
action is brnught, a record of acquittai, unobjectionabie in formn, is produced at
the trial by the officer of the court in whose custody it is, though without a fiat
of the Attorney-General, it is properly receivable in evidenc.:

Ayl!sworth, Q.C., for the plaintiff.
Gars ow, Q.C., for the defendant.

Div') Court.] Dc2t184
HEWITT V. CANt<.[Dc 3184

;'J .1al/clous froecuton-Record of arquittal-Necessily for oroduction of
A dinssonç ont e.rpinaition for discovrry.

In an action for maliciaus prosecution, the indictnient, with an endorse.
ment thereon of the acquittai of the plaintiff of the criminal charge of whicli
he hiard been prosecuteci, was produced by the Clerk of the Court, having bee:î
sent ta hiri by the Registrar of the Queen's flench Division, ta whom the indict-
nient had been returned, and which helhad been subpoenaed by the plaintiff ta
produce, the court being informed that the Attorney-General had refused bis
fiat ta enable a record of acquittai tr' be:rnade up. The defendant's counsel
objected ta the admission of the indictment, and its admission was refused.

IIeld, that the indictment so endorsed and produced was not, under the
circumstances, sufficient evidence of the termination of the prosecutiori, but


