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This is a work which, though flot adapted to
the use of the legal profession iu the Province in
which the majority of our readers reside, is one
which, we can conamend to those who arel n quest
of a clear and careful exposition of common-law
practice. Mr. Spaulding is no novice ia the
mysteries of procedure, and those who resort to,
his work wiii often meet with an unexpected
deli verance from perplexity. The arrangement
of the work is very good, and evcrything, appar-
ently, has been cited which could Serve to throw
light upon the text, or be useful to, the practi-
tioner.

TEE ODDITIES OF THE LAW, by Franklin Fiske
Heard.-Boston: Soule & Bugbee.

The titie of this work indicates its character.
It is a collection of quaint and amusing sayiîîgs
of or about legal and judicial personages, per-
haps not ail strictly authentic, but which may
weli serve for the diversion of leisure moments.

Some portions of the miscellany we rnay re-
produce hereafter, as space permits. It is only
fair to add that this littie book is not defaced by
the vulgarities which sometimes pass current
under the head of legal anecdotes.

NOTES OF CASES.

COURT 0F RE VIE W.
MONTIIEAL, Oct. 31, 1881.

JOHNSON, RAINVILLE, JETTE, JJ.
[From S. C., Montreal.

HURTUBISE V. RIENDEAU, and TESSIER, mis en cause.
Wutne8s - 0/icer qf Court - Review - Powers

of Court of Review.
A .a/~fo the Szuperior Court,w/,btseiu-

ment complained of, s'as 8uspended, in con8e-
guence of his testimgny as a witness in Mhe cause,
ia not a party Io thse cause in w/dch he was ex-
amined, and the Court of Review will not, upon
an inscription by him,inquire into the legality of
t/he suspenhion.

Semble, MaithMe proper mode of seelcing redres in
sue/a case is by pet ilion to the Superior Court.

The judgment inscribed in Review was ren-
dered by the Superior Court, Montreal, (Mackay,
.1.>, June 27, 1881.

JOHNSON) J. There are two inscriptions in re-
view of this case-i st, the defendant, who had
been arrested under a writ of capias, petitioned
for bis discharge, and got it, and the plaintiff
inscribes the judgment which liberated him.
2ndly, Louis Tessier, a witness in the case, who
happened also to be a bailiff of this court, wvas
found by the 1< arned judge to have been tamper-
ed with, and to, have sworn falseiy; and he was
then and there struck from the list.

There would thus appear to be two cases bc-
fore us: the plaintiff's case, which he inscribes
regularly, and which is met on the nierits by the
defendant, who supports the judgment, and in
my opinion, supports it with reason on his side;
and secondly, there would be the case of this
witness, who assumes to inscribe the judgment
in s0 far as it affects him ; and his case would
present two points-lst, has he a right to corne
into review ? is he a party ? and 2ndly, if he has
the right, has he been properly dismissed ? In
Ex parte Chartrand, petitioner, and Lambert, res-,
pondent, (reportcd in 3rd volume of Legal News,
p. 77), we decided that a bailiff regularly dis-
missed on petition, and after answer and hearing,
had no righit to review; and though it was not
expressed, I believe we ai l feît in that case that
lis recourse wouid have been to the appointing
power, the Superior Court (not to, three Judges
sitting here in Review) to get himself reinstated.
H1e may or may flot have been proper]y dis-
missed. He might or might not have had a right
to, be put under a rule to answer. We say noth-
ing about that now ; but the fact of lis being im-
properiy dismissed, which we by no means
assume, would ccrtainiy not give jurisdiction to
thiethreejudges sitting here in review. How a
witness can call hiniseif a party in the case
merely because his evidence was animadvetted
upon by the Judge iii giving judgnient, witli
whatever consequences to himself, I cannot un-
derstand. Injustice, if aniy has been done, gives
him a right to) redress in the right quarter, but
not in the wrong quarter. I do not think that
an inscription in review by a witness in a case
should be received or can be acted upon. The
most outrageous consequences would ensue, if
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