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a niember, and a s mo had beeome disquali-fied to act, and had
subjected hiniself to a penalty for atting as -a member of the

»oneI after he had ineurred such disqualitlostion (see Ont.
muni. Ac3t, a. 80).

EXTRr1O-R-Qu1sITON 0FP 220RIN GOVERNMENT FOR SURREN-
DUR 0F cT1miNAL--CoNDiTioNs 0F TREATY-DEPECT IN PRO-

ThIe King v. Goveriior of Brixtait Prison (1911) 2 K.B.
82. This wua an applicatiun made on the return of a habeas
corpus for discharge from. eu;tody. -The applicant was charged
with obtaining money by faise pretences. The offence was ai-
leged to have been committe' on a railway train, and there was
somne doubt whether it was committed in France or Belgiurni. On
Decemnber 22, '1910, a deposition a1leging ý%e facts was sworn
before a cominissioner of police in Brus..&,, and on February
6, 1911 a warrant had been issued by a magistrate in France,
it did not appear what evidence this magistrate acted on but
presumahly he had the deposition made in Brussels before
him. At the time this warrant issued no depositions relating to
the charge had been taken on oath befo-e him. A requisition by t '4'
the French'diplomatic representative having been made to the
Home Secretary, he issued an order addressed to the chief magis-
trate at Bow Street signifying thet 4.he rrquisition had been
made, and requiring him to issue a warrant for the defendant'si
arrest. which having been done, and the detendant having heen
taken into custody thereunder, he was commiitted to prison by
tbe magistrate to further answer the charge against him. By
the treaty between France and England it was provided that
requisition for extradition should be accompanied by the war-
rant and depositions, and the prisoner contended that the omis-
sion to send depositions from. France entitled hlm to be dis-
charged. But the Divisional Court (Ridley, Darling and Chan-
nell, JJ.) hield that th-at was a matter merely for the Home
Secret.ary's discretion and that te prisoner could not claim, his
diseharge merely.because the Hom- Secretary had flot seen fit to
require depositions, and that his order to the magistrate was
snfluaient to give tne latter jurisdiction to issue tha warrant and
to commit the defendant. The application was there',ore re-


