
CorltespolidCflce.'5

'T'he Jtl(lge {of ani iniferior court) thereupon lays down the

"Ie ats follo)ws Ilaviing cross-exaliflC(l the w\Nitnel;,q lefore,

atteu.,11 andj appropriate, stage of the trial, v'oU1 righit to

Ctossexaihimi againi /lcfl is Iimîted to the new matter il,

res'Pect to whichli e was called in rebuttal, iess you stýate

ofl Your re.sl)<)nisil)ility, as coutnscl (i) rFhat von forgot somle-

thing 011, your formner cross-cxaiiation at large, or Ç2) Tiat

Y(Ofl omIittedl 5< nethiing o)n your former cross-examinatiofl

îjvhch' ]las )ccurred to Von silice as an appropriate subjeet

for further cross-examtii naýtionI."

Counlsel (leclifles to sax' he forgot o)r omnitted anything

cr,,ss..xalî,incs in respect 'to the snl)jcct mnatter o)f the rebut-

tai, will flot accel)t the riglit to- go furthcer as thuls limnited,
and aas fromn the JuIge's muliing to vin(licate his right

to co)ver the whole grotnd again at this stage if lie secs fit.

Pi'Je 1-najority of the Court of Appeal are un(lerst>od to

have Ilel(l that there is no sudl rule as thc Ju(lge below laid

do'Wn. The point involvcd seemis to be of suflicient intcrcst

to warraxît a dliscussion ini your colun-ins. ~ lE T

I \Ve (Io not sec anything to complain of in the ruling

of thle JuIdge in the Court below. It rnav 1)e that there is no

rie ()f law govemning such a case ;but 'certa,,inly the Ju(lge

aPPealc(l from followed a very common and a very reasonable

practice, and if no injustice were donc, and there.secnms to have

been none, we can sec no reason for initerfercnce.-Eix. C.L.J.

13RANCHI OFFICES.

TO tuie èkdiitor of the Canada Law' journial.

SIRý,1 should be glad to know what is the etiquette of

the pro-fessio-n as to brandli offices. ryhere is certainly an

abuse of the practice in some cases. Perha,.ps somne of your

SUbseribers can throw liglit on the subjeet.

COUNTRV SOLICITOR.

th [Wc should be gLad if soifle of our subseribers would give
tebenefit of their thouglit and experienc in this mat-

ter.-EIi'1 C. Lý. j.
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