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TiME-(ýOMrt,'rATION OFE TIME'IWI-lHlIN ONE CALENI)A MON 111 AFTLX.1"

iii Radicliffe v. J3urtholoincît (I892), I .. 6,a statute providcd that at
prosecution for an offence rnutst be comminenced -witbin one calendar înonth
after" the commission of the act conmplaile(l of. The prosecution Nvas cofl-
inenceri on 3otb June for aii offence commnitte1 on the previous 3oth MaN., and
t he question xvas whether it \vas iii tirne. Wills and Lawrance, JJ., aîîswered

the question in the affirmnative.

Notes on1 Exehanges and Legal Sorap Book.
ALIMONX No-r -BIcror PRIom DEn1-TS OF VvL Rontaine V.

Chaïtncey, New York Court of Appeals, Jan., 1892, it was held that alirny
awarded to a wife as incidentai to a (Iecree of divorce in ber favor cannot be
< appropriated to the discbarge of a debt contracted bY her an(i actuaill sui>sist-

'2 ng prior to the date of the decree.

ORIGIN loi, 'lRm ''Au)VOCAT.''-he terin advocatns xvas flot appiied to a
pleader in the courts until after the tume of Cicero. Its proper significance W
that of a friend who, by bis presence at the trial, gave countenance and support
to the accused. It xvas always considered a niatter of the greatest importance
that a party who had to answer to a critninal charge should appear wvith as
manv friends and partisan,- as possible. This array answered a double purpôse,
for by accomipanying hini they flot only acted as what we cali witnesses tO
character, but by their numnbers and influence inaterially affected thed(ecision O
the tribunal. Not infrequently an emibassy of the rnost distinguished citizefl5
of the province was sent to Romne to testify iw their presence to tbe virtues O
the accused and deprecate an unfavorable verdict. Altbougb iii this point Of
view the witnesses who were called to spcak in favor of the accused mnigbt be
terrned advocati, the naine was liot confined to sucb, but embraced aIl xvbo ra[,
lied round bum at the trial.-Gre'en Bal-.

RAILWAV COMPANY: PASOENG ER PI-A('1iJ) IN Aî'p A1 INT Pîtiîi.--'A railwaY
train,. on which the plaintiff w~as a passenger, riding in the last car but Orle,stopped between stations at night. Wbile it remained standing, another trail
was heard approacbing from the rear on the saine track. The conductor rail
back witb bis lantern to stop it, and a passenger in the sarne car wîth plaintiff
looking out of the window, cailed out, 'Here cornes another train running iiito

u;we had better get out'; wbereupon plaintiff and otbers rusbed ta theca
door and leaped fromn the train, and plaintiff was injured by failing into a ditCh.

The approaching train was an engine and caboose moving about ten miles al
hour, and was stopped within about thirty feet of the passenger train. Had it
been a train of loaded cars, a collision could flot have been prevented."


