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RECkrNr ENGLISit Duc[SIONS,

in the bill constituted Ilspecial circumstances,"
had ordered a taxation, hie nrder was affirined
by the Divisional Court of the Queen's Bench
Division (Mathew andl A. L. Smith, JJ.), and
the latter decision was now affirmed by the
Court of Appeal. The court was pressed with
the ruie laid down by Cotton, L.J., (n re Boy.
cott, 29 Chy. D. W7, but the Court of Appeal
refused to adopt it, an~d preferred that stated
by Bowen, L.J., in the saine case, as follows:

Special circumestances, I think,,lire those which
appear to the judge so special and exceptional as
toi justify taxation. 1 think no court luas a right t.>
limit the diecretion of ânother court. though it may
lay down principles which «ire useful as a guide [n
the exercice of its own disection.

ADDI>as PARITY PLnTP-ONNI--i vi. Ra. 2, 13

-(ONT'. ROLIÉ 108 bý.

The short point decided in Tyron v. lh
National Providetnt Institutivn, Z6 Q. B.- M) 678,
hy MEathew and A. L. Smith, JJ., was that
under Ord. 16, r. ii, a party cannot be added
as a co-plaiLtiff without hie written consent,
even though ho be indemnified against costs.
In the case of Cox v. James, xg Chy. D. 55,4
L. T. N. S. 471, decided under the English
Mules Of 1875, and wbich more nearly corre-
spond with the Ont. Rule 103b, then the Eng-
Iish Rules Of 1883, it was held that it n'as flot
necessary that the consent of the party to bu
added sh'nxld be in writing; and that it waa
sufficient that the solicitor for the existing
plaintiff etates that he bas atithority to con-
sent on behaif of the party proposed ta be
added, Although a consent in writing is iot
necessary under our Rule, the consent must
be given either in person or by counsel or
solicitor.

TmAL - ROSTXL WTTYSB5- D'ucanTioç 0F irtD5 -

C. L. P. icI, 18N4, a. 2W-B 8. O. c. 62, a. 27).

The case of Rire v. Howard, M6 Q. B. D. 681,
is one in which the defendant, on a motion fo,ý
a new trial, eought to reviev, the discretionj
exercised by the judge at the trial as ta per.
mitting the defendant's couneel to treat one of
his own witnesses3 as a hostile witness. At the
trial, in order to show that the witness in ques-
tion was adverse, the judge was asked to look
at an affidavit made by the witness in a former
action, The judge being of opinion that there
had been nothîng in the witnessls demeanour,
or in the way ho had given hie evidetice, to

show that he was hostile, refused to look at
the affidavit; and Grove and Stephen, jJ.,
were of opinion that the decisifiu of the judge
at the trial on this point was final and could
not ho reviewed.

Ix'rmu'LEmaDE As TO PART' or A LIMl -<ONT. -jup.
ACT, &. 17, Ms. 8).

In Reading v'. &chool Board for London, 16 Q
B. D. 687, a Diviiional Court of the Queenls
Bencli Division (Day and WiflN, JJ.,) affirmed
the order of A. L. Smith, J., holding that a
debtor against whom au action is brought, an)d
who has had notice of an a.esignmnert of the
debt, may interplead as to part only of the
claim, and may dispute the residue.

MUNqcIPAL BTLWUELNN35iSaMTlOn
STSEET On BUNDÂT.

In 'Yok nson v. Croydon, 16 Q. B. D. 708, a
Divisiosial Court, cosaposed of Hawkins and
Mathew, JJ., were called on ta consider the
validity of a municipal by-law, which provided
that Ilno person, not being a mernber of Her
Majesty's army or auxiliary forces, acting
under the orders of hie commanding officer,
shall sound or play upon any musical instru-
ment in any of the streets of the borough on
Sunday."

The court, held that the by-la-i in question
ivas unreasonable, and ultra vires, inarnuclà
as it prohibited aIl music, however harmless
or frec from offence it r-ight be, and they,
therefore quashed a coniction mnade under it.

BALLOTr PàpSE-ÂAnéîncn or' OPWROAL MARK.

In Re Th*rnbury, Ackers v. Howar.', io
Q. B. D. 739, wae a case stated by Field andl
Day, JJ., for the opinion of the court, as to the
validity of ballot papers, which conformed in
other respects to the requirenients of the
Ballot Act, 1872 (35 and 36 Vict. c. 3~3), but
had net on their face the official mnark directeui
by sl a of that Act to be marked on bath sides
cf the ballot paper. This section provides
that Ileach ballot paper shaîl have a cumber
printed on the back, and shahl have attached
a counterfoil witb the samne number printed on
the face. At the time of voting. the ballot
shall be marked on both sides with an officia[
mark, and delivered to the voter within the
polling station. . . . Any ballot paper
which bas flot on its back the officiai mark

... or on whîch anything, except the
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