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5 ,: B nm{a;f arter Trinity., First U. C. Parliament
1. Tue, p ].el at Niagara, 1792.
20, Wed. [l'esdldent Garfield died, 188t.
. Lord §
24. Sun, Sydenham, Gov.-Gen., died 1841.

lbt/z.Smut'a Ly after Trinity.
. Sat, §; Governor, 1766.
+ OIr Isaac Brock, President, 1811.
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Guy Carleton, Lieut-

. 30,

TORONTO, SEPT. 15, 1882.
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St}T:lI;t B? nchers met in Convocation on the
to MeSS.;s Osl: the purpose of electing successors
Bell, Qé tel?hen Richards, .Q.C-., and John
thrOUgh.rﬂ;‘, who h2_we forfeited their seats
was re-e3 sence during four terms. Mr. Bell
Q.C., wh e‘Cted3 a}nq Mr. Alexander Leith,
more, in OIC face it is a pleasure to see once
Richards O.ronto’ was substituted for Mr.

, this also being a case of re-election.

ers“e\fc}c;knm(; to the latest returns from Som-
haye takouse. no h?ss tha'n 12,914 solicitors
for the en out their c?r'tlﬁcates in England
- sent ye purpose of practising during the pre-
he a,r.) Of these 4,663 prz}cFice in London.
o ﬁnd“t read thes'e figures it is not surprising
fors in, ];ls the fact is, fully competent solici-
manasi ngland content 'to work for years as
I.oo:g) ng clerks for salaries of from $700 to
buy ther‘::‘ye:ar, f)nly, perhaps, at the end to
s selves into a firm at a premium of
eral thousand pounds.

wa‘:i‘ail::grcsting question of international law
Hall o anfl.fully argued .by counsel in the
the Divfc .ma’:tzon Case, which came before
Sion Onlsx;\)nal C9urt of the Chancery Divi-
COnstruc:‘ e gth inst., na.mely, as to the proper

ion and operation of the Ashburton

Canada Palo @Um‘nal.
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ered into in 1842 between the
Government of Great Britain and that of the
United States, with reference to the extradi-
tion of criminals for certain offences therein
named. Counsel for the prisoner argued that
if the crime with which he is charged would
not have fallen within the term * forgery,” as
that term was understood in England and the
United States in 1842, he should not be sur-
rendered. Mr. Fenton, on the other hand,
who appeared for the Crown and for the Unit-
ed States authorities, contended that though
the act alleged against the prisoner might not
be forgery as it was understood in England
in 1842, yet if any subsequent Canadian Act
had made it forgery the operation of the
Treaty covered the Case€ and he should be
surrendered.  Judgment is reserved, and if
the Court should decide that the offence
charged constitutes “forgery” at common law,

and as understood in 1842, it may not be
al with the above question

Treaty, ent

necessary to de
at all.

t of the Chancery Divi-
sion gave judgment in the case of Me¢Tiernan
v. Fraser,on the gth inst., ona point of practice
of much importance. The cause was heard,
before the Judicature Act came into opera-
tian, and a reference was made to the Master.
Both parties appealed from the Master’s
report, and the matter having been referred
into Court from Chambers, Proudfoot, ]
gave judgment in June last, varying the re-
¢ and referring the matter back to the
last, notice of appeal to the
as served, but that Court
has now decided that there is no such right of .
appeal, but that the parties must go to the
Court of Appeal. The Chancellor, in deliv-
ering judgment, observed the policy of the

TrE Divisional Cour

por
Master. In August
Divisional Court W



