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fence, whicli lie afterwards did.
Held, affirming a local Master,
Street, J., dissenting, that fliere
was no promise and no agree-
nient that fliere sliould be any
interference -wifh flie course of
justice, and no promise f0 stifie
or suspend the prosecution, and
no stcp faken whicb. intcrfered
witli fhe due prosecution of the
offender, and that flie niertgage
curity. Per Street, J-The mort-
gage was, obtained by promising,
if if was given, endeavors -%vould
be made to have the punishmcnt
made as liglit as possible, and
sucli a b-argain is founded on an
illegal considerafion, and a se-
curity given in consequence of it
cannof be enforccd. Hamnilton
Cassels, for the appeal. Grier-
son, contra.

Regina ex rel. Sutlierland v.
Levetf. -Feb. 17. -Mardi 16.-
Municipal election -D. R.. 0.--
RefusaI of vote f0 a qualified
voter-S. 118, Municipal Acf.;-
This was an application te un-
seat flic respondent f rom fie
office of fown councillor, and f0
declare tlie relator entitled f0 tlic
seat, on the ground fliat fie clerkz
of tlie town, who acted as return-
ing officer at flic election, re-
fused te permit fwo> legally
qualified voters to takze the pro-
per oatlis of qualification or f0
vote althougli fliy stated tliey
wislied to vote for tlie relator
and intended f0 do so. Witliout
fliese votes there was an equal
number of votes for flie relator
and the respondent, and tlie re-
turning officer gave lis casting
vote in favor 0f tlie respondent.
The counsel for thie respondent
admitted lie must be unseafed,
but set up flie contention fIat
flie relafor sliould not be award-
cd flic seat, and no costs should
be given agrainst flic respondent.

An order was mnade by the Mas-
ter iD Chiambers unseating the
respondent and declaring the re-
lator entitled to tlie seat. Costs
te be paid by the respondent.
The following cases were referred
t0: Reg. ex rel. Dundas v. Niles,
1 U. 0. Ohamb. R. 198; Reg. ex
rel. Dillon v. McNeil, 5 -U. C. C. P.
137. The respondent appealed
from so mucli of the Master's
judgment as awarded flie seat to,
ftie relator. The Divisional Court,
Meredithi, 0.4., Rose, J., and
Street, J., allowed tlie appeal,
and ordered a new election to be
held. Aylesworth, Q.C., for fthe
relator. W. E. Middleton, for the
respondent.

Regina ex rel. Harding v.
B3ennett.-Street, J.-Feb. 20-
This case -was a quo warranto
proceeding, to unseat R. W. Ben-
nett, -wlo had been declared
elected alderman for the City of
London. In 1892 flie City Council
passed a by-law exempting flic
property of the respondent's part-
nership from taxation, except as
fo sehool rates. Held, flic
exempftion nlot being founded
upon any confract, but be-
ing an exemption witliout a
confract, as provided by 56 Vie.
c. 35, s. 4, fliere was no disquali-
fication. Regina ex rel. Lee v. Gil-
mour, 8 P. R. 514, ýdistinguislied.
HEeld, also, as f0 property
qualificafion, fhat the respon-
dent was enfitled f0 qualify upon
bis ra,,ting upon flic assessment
roll of 1895 as flie joint owner of
a freeliald estafe in the partner-
slip property aforesaid, fhe
fhree part ners being raf cd for
this property as freeholders to
the amount of ffO,00O: 55 Vie.
c. 42, ss. 73 and 86. Not-
withstanding flic exemption by-
law above menfioned, fice part-
nership property reniained liable
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