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  There is another and fatal objection to the 
proceedings taken by the common council. It 
shows upon its face that the inducement for the 
council's action was the division of the property 
attempted to be acquired by the vacation between 
the defendant and the city. The council was set in 
motion by the defendant whose apparent motive 
was to procure valuable frontage for his own use 
and in order to secure it he proposed to the 
council to divide the land acquired. It was held in 
Shue v. Commissioners, 41 Mich. G38, 2 N.W. 
808, that every road must be opened or closed 
upon its own merits. "It is easy to see," says the 
court, "how great mischief and wrong might be 
done by uniting several different schemes. 
Combinations of separate interests are not 
allowed." The affidavits of the five aldermen 
who voted for the resolution of vacation appear 
in this record, and, while they depose that the 
alley was unsightly, they also say that the city 
would thereby acquire a valuable property 
interest in the way of a city hall and engine 
house, without expense to the city. The same 
motive 

  might suggest the vacation of any street. The 
advantage which the public derives from the 
discontinuance of a way must arise from the 
vacation itself rather than from the use to which 
the property is put, or from the fact that the city 
through a deal with the individual specially 
interested is to have an interest in the property 
acquired by such vacation. A city cannot barter 
away streets and alleys nor can it do indirectly by 
invoking its power of vacating ways what it 
cannot do directly. Streets and alleys are not to 
be vacated at the instance of individuals 
interested only in the acquisition of the vacated 
property, and the exercise of legislative 
discretion in such matters must at least upon the 
face of the record be free from affirmative 
evidence that such discretion was invoked for 
individual gain and its exercise influenced by an 
offer to divide the property acquired. The decree 
below is therefore reversed and a decree entered 
here for complainants with costs of both courts. 
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