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rn ~ of any question of precedence in the premises; but, however thL' may be, it is
Possble that the opinions to be expressed by the judges may be useful in matters

's other than those more strictly hrought before them on this reference.
'e We notice th".t the opinion of Mr. Madden, a well-known Austialian jurist,

Y" has been taken on a somewhat sirnilar question in South Australia. His view is
that the right to appoint Queen's Counsel can only be exercised by Her Majesty,

il or by sorne agf-nt specifically delegated to exercise it, and unless this power has
been specihically conferred on Governars they have rio powver to bestow the titie.

ýd His view is apparently based on the supposition that the- appointment of Queen's
Counsel cornes tinder the hend of the royal prerogative of bestowing tities of

)r hcioor. There is much force, however. in the argument that it is not rnerely a
ýr titie of honour, but an office. The judgment of the courts on this subject will be

reccived wvith much interest by the profession.
's

)r ~ CQMMJSNATS ON CURRENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

Tliu 1av Reports for August comnprise (1892) 2 Q.B., pp. 149-336; (TS92) P.,
272Tand (182 , -i, pp. 277-373-

il PlArc Cr-)pcEîON; CîRowN neI--OR, LXV., Rý.1-(ONT. RULES 1170).
? Ii Lwidon Coionty Cowncil v. lUes. Hai (rS92ý, 1 .BI73, thÉe Court of

Applai ;,Lord Esier, MN.R. and Fry and Lopes, 1,.Jj.) havo hield that the pro-
*cecd'ings on the Crownt side of the Çtueen's I3enchi arc unaltered by the *judica-
eture Act, and that Ord. lxv., r. 1 (Ont. Rule 1170 ), docs flot apply to sucb pro-

cecdings, and therefare there is no power to give costs ta a successful appellant
r OL a case stated b)y Quarter Sessions. In bis j udgmerit Lord Esher says: 'I ac-
bcept the doctrine that at commici lawv no court af coniion laNw had jurisdiction

ta give costs at ail, and that the vllhale pover in those courts ta give costs is
ygivvii thein by statt'te, and ini such a case as this there wvas no statute which had
sgiven them jurisdiction ta deal with sucb costs as are ilow ini question." The

)f Ord. lxv., r. i, he holds altered the practice in cases where the court already

ehad power ýo award casts, but did not enlarge the jurisdiction of the court ta
give costs ini cases ini which it had previously no such j urisdiction. See Cr!m.ninal

Code, S. 900, s-s. 7-
8 PRACTicz-DSCOVERYý -INFANT,

In Curtis v. Mu.ndy (1892), 2 Q.13. 178, a Divisional Court (Cave and )Wright,
JJ.) decide that an infant plaintiff cannot be (.ompelled to make discovery of

Il documents. We rnay note that this decision is opposed to the recent decision
of Meredith, J., in Arnold v. Playter, 14 P. R. 399.

QUO WARRANT-AccEPTANCE OF? INCOMFATîBL9 oirici-NoN-CORi'0RATE OFFICEL.

e T/ Quen v.Tid (182), 13. 179, was a motion for a quo warra to ag, inst
the defendant to show by what authority '.. clairrned ta exercise the office of

tvestry cek Th dfnatwsacucwreadhi holding that office
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