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PUNIBMV<T, APPICAL 0ON uNlD OF-Jul1siCTlot< Tu QuAsit coN YICTiOI-
NON-AFI'ARA14CE 0F ItESPOMiDENT.

The Queen v. Justices of Surrty (t892), :a Q.B. 719, was an ap-
peLl from a decision of the justices at Quarter Sessions quashing a
cor.viction under the following circurnstances. One Bell1 was
prowecuted for cruelty to an animal by 4n officer of the Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Aninials, and was convicted. He
gav( notice of appeal t- the Quarter Sessions, aill ing as the only
grownd of appeal that the punishment awarded weý excessive. On
thv appeal the prosecutorfailed to appear, and there being in conse
quence no evidence add uced in support of the conviction the conivic-
tion was quashed. TFhe prosecutor appealed on the ground that the
sussions had no power to go ititu aîiy groutid of appeal flot stated in
the notice, and consequently had no j urisdiction to quash the con-
vict ion; but a Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Cave, J.)
held that on an appeal to the sessions, even where the only ground
of appeal asrigned is excessive punishiment, if the respondent do flot
appear to sustain the conviction, the conviction may properly be
quashed, as the court has no means of determinirig whether any
puriishment should be awarded, and a conviction without a sen-
tence would be bad.

ILLGA). 10RIR (-0Nreci ii 'LIR(CIIASK ()F rHos~usIM'1 1 Huy
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I L.U«; . COTAi-2NIIA~--~RIGIGING THJ~R KEt'i."

SCOtt V. BrOu>,, (1892), 2 Q.13. 724, %vas an action brought to
rtccover the price paid to the defendants for the purchase of
shares in a projected conlpany, on the grouind that the delend-
ants, while acting as the plaintiff's brokers, had delivered their
own shares to hini instead of purchasing theni on the stock ex-
change. At the trial it appeared, upon the plaintiff's owvn case,
that the money sought to be recovered had been paid in pur-
suance of an agreement betwveen him and one of the defendants,
'vhereby it wa3 agreed that, with the money in question, such
defendant shotild parchase a nuniber of shares in a projected
cornptiy uipon the stock exchange at a prerniurn, with the sole
object of inducing the public to believe that there was a real
mnarket for the shares and that they were at a real premîurn,
which, as a fact, both the plaintiff and the defendants well knew
they 'vere not. The Court. of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and


