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C. P. Div. Ct.] [May 18.

Rose, J-1 FSept. 3, 1884.

REGINA v. RILLY.

Maggistrat' __ City and county - YurisdicioPs
R. S. 0- c. 72, s. 6.

R. S. 0. c. 72, S. 6, does flot lîmit the terri.
torial jurisdictiofl of caunty înagistrates, but
prohibits themn front acting Ilin any case for
any town or city 1; the limitation is as ta the
cases, not as ta place, andi is only partial, i.e.,
for a city where there is a police magistrate,
and then only when flot requested by such
police inagistrate* to act, or when he is ziot
absent through ilîness or otherwise; andi there.
fore in any case arising in a oounty, outsitie of
a city, a county justice having jurisdiction ta
adjudicate while sitting in the county, may
atijudicate while sitting in the city.

Owing ta changes ini the statute law, the
tiecisions in Regina v. Rau', 14 C. P- 307, andi
Hivi v y,%McA rthur, 24 U. C. R. 254, are "0o
longer applicable.

ý7. G. Scott, Q.C., for the Crown.
V. MacKenzie, Q.C. for the prisoner.

Court of Appeal.]

LANGDON v. RoHEi.RTSON.

Leave ta appeal-Tine.

WAGHOIRN v. HAWKINS.

Ordcr mnade atitrial, Jsoiv signad-Divisions of
Higk Cotsrt.

Where an action in t he Queen's 1Eench or
Conimon Pleas Division of the High Court of
justice is, under Rule 590, set down for trial at
a sittings for trial of actions in the Chancery
Division, any order madie in such action by
the Jutige presiding at such sittings shoulti be
signeti by the officer who acts as Registrar at
such sittings, anti not by the Registrar of the
Division to whir.h the action belongs.

7. MI. Clark, for the piaintiff.

Q. B. Div. Ct.]

REGIN'A V. HALL.

I May i9.

ca'nada Temperance .4ct--Contvict son-A djou rit
ment go -onsider of judgmnt-32 & 33 Vici
C- 31, S- 46-.vidence-Ceftiorari.

The decision Of BOYD. C., ante p. 193, was
ýtffirmeti on appeal.

IValter Read, for the appeal.
Aylcswortit, contra.

[May ii.

PLOTSAIï AND JETSÂK.

\Wlere leave of the Court is necessary for
an appeal, application therefor shoulti b- madie
witliin three twonthýý froîn the jndtgment ta, be
appealeil froni; but in a case wvhere, althaugh
leav'e to appeal was necessary, none was ob-
taineti, anti the appellant gave notice and fileti
hiq appenl bond, which wa3 allo-,,ed without
objection by the respontient,

Heldl, that such an equity was raiseti in the
appellant's favour by the respondent's not
objecting ta thie allowvance of the securitv, as
entitieti hit ta relief after the three inonths.
The rule laid îlown in Sievewright v. Leys, 9
P. R. 2oo, is the rule that shtdid lie acteti upon
in regard ta extension of tixne.

Upon an interlocutory application the Court
will flot hear more than one counsel for any
party.

Y. L. Murp Ny, for the appellant.
AMackelcan, Q.C., for the respondent.

Tiut London Law' ZYims, referring ta the second
re, "n. i the House oi Lord.i of L,'rd Bramwell's
bati to enable prisoners, andi the huabantis andi wives
ai prîsoners, to give evidence on their trial, %ays:

1We wish the nieasure aIl success, for although it
wiil no dauht work uniavnurably ta crimninals as a
class, we feel convinceti that it wiil be a boon ta
innocent persans, andi &id mâteriilly in unravelling
myst-ries in whlch innocent persons are charged with
crime. The filth clause of the bill, ta which Lord
Esher abjects, provirles that a prisoner ibhall nat be
cross-examineti as in any previaus convictions. But
we fail toasp preciate Lord Eqher*s objection. Evi.
dence trous t he dock under any circumstances would
always be recelveti 1 y a jury with reserve, but the
.idmission by a priwaner of a previaus conviction
wouH inl nine c -ses oue of ten ruin his chance of
acquittai, andi completelv defeat the object of the act.
A prisaner. aIt haugh innocent or tie Immediate crime
chargeti against hlm, would hesîtate ta :give evlder.ce,
however Im'portant bis eviJence ta his caae mlght be,
If he knew that lie ran the risk of having to admit a
previaus conviction. "-Ex.
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