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* hil Leiik v. Féerror, 18 Q. B3. D. 13i, the
IA dceedant was prosecuted for alloged cruelty

te animaIs. The alleged offotice consisted in
N ~ his hav'ing pe.rfornied the, operation of Il par.

ing " on~ five 8ows. This operation consists in
euîttini out the citertis And oyante8, and rernov
ing them through ant incision inade iii the
liank of the stew% for the pvirpose. It ir, per.
fornied ont sowil lecause il iiq believed to
increase their weight aocd developinett. It is
attended with consiâcrable pain to the animial.
The justices before whomi the charge %vas
brought having ittatedl a case for the opinion
of the coutit a held Ily Dair and iIs

J)tiat the d4'enchint bac! not becen glnilt%
of any offence within the Stattite. (Sec R.S.C.

The! Que-ei v. Gibsoi, 18 . ). D. a
decirioa upon a Crown came reserved hy a
chairinan of quarter ssin.The court
'Lord CeiLridge. C.)., Pollock, B.. and!
Steplîto, Nfathew, andc Wills, jj..) holding
that when evidence net legtillv admisstible
agitingt a prieoner is left to the jurv, and they
foc! hini giltv, tlie conviction is bail, and
this. notvithcstanditig that there n as other
evidenice before theni lprepcrlv adnîlitted, suffi-
cient te warrant a conviction. Tht inadins.
>ible vvidetiît in this case Consisted ini a
ý,tae-it alleged te have beni madle to the
prsctoi liv a pnr.ier.bt who n as net called
ai a n itniesq, and! à wab flot sbwîthat the
stateiiieit iac! been imacle iii the preselice of
the pri-enewr. The' prisciner'g coect acl not
tibJectoil ai the time the ovideiice %vas givtn
te its receptico, but, on the chairinanl chîarg.
hiu, the jury,I ho ingistoci thal tîis etate.
iitmt siheuld Le withdrawit frein thvir cou.

s sideratien, which the chairman refiised te do,
oit the ground that the objection carme tue
late. It wasf held, however, hy the Judge that
t"e conducc t ofcuisel for the Prisoner dïd

not affect the question ; theet it if; the duty of
the )udge tu ta!le caro tilai a priso-..r is flot
coliwicted upocs any but legal oicence).

called woutd bc the rospondent, andi tht the
question in controversy was a question of law,
and it wae hehld that le special circumsttances l
existed within the meaning cf the 31 & 3a
Vict. c. z23 whiobi warranted ordering the
petition to be tricid in London.
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as ftgaiuist a rightfül owner front whomn they ~ tU swTLtSao io
had been stolen. In Mrk v. )2tUUck, 18 Q. B. D. 548 an ap-

OWEY O AiiîL5OPIEAOE ou i'apoa < ~ plication wag miade to change the venue for

Mi. S. 2). j mitted that the onh' wituuess reqnired tu ie
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In Peddt!r v. fluait, 18 Q. B. IX 565 the Court
of Appeal, revc'r';tc a juc!giîient of n.tJ,
giving a very obviously erieneîs interpreta.
tien cf the Statute oif Limitations. A testator
devised certain land to his w0115 éiwessively
fer life. hegioîîing with the vounigeqt, aocd after
their djeath Il to ho forever enjoyed 1, v the
o ldest mirviving hi- of his; oldest survîvin&-
,,on foir their life or lives foever." The eldest

*surviving son being iii possessiont, executed
muethian six vears hefere hie deatti a con.

voyance iii fee te the defeodatit. He left oue
*soit whlie mure thani six, but wvithinl twelve
yeais, afior bis fiitlîerus cleath brouglit ibisg
action to iccover possession, c1iiniii as
de\ isee uner the %vill of lte testater. Tlhie
he!tr-at-law cf thet cstator was ab.o jeineil as a
cc-plaintif!'. Manisty, J., held that the ehîb'at
surviviîîg soen of the teitator was the pier-wn
l ast entitieci tu the particular estale uîpen
wvhich lthe phaintîào, estate ici rcniaiuider wag

expectanît, withîio the Real PueîryLimîita.
ut Act, 1874, s .t (R.St). c. ioei. s,ý < and

*thrat as ho %%as net, iii Pes eiýskI1 at thîu tiîîe of
bis ï1catt ini 18,-7, and miore thanî six veur ac

*elapsed Miice hiý, nigtit tînU first accrîîed, file
*plaintif! bac! eîiy six vears fient 1877 tu bîîi4
the action, and ceuselqtiettly the ianih

iclaini was barroîl. The Cetint of' Appeal, liew-
ever, Peint ont that 11!colnviyaîce bY the,
ekicat gurvivîng son te ttlw defenclant, t botgh
purperting tu lie in fée. was u valid (<'eîivey'
anceocf the sonis' life nsatl, aeid ihiat tie
clefodant litînseif thuerefore bûcanie the, per-
son eotitled to the particuhlar ealat, andc being
in possessieni section z did nct itpply, and
therefoîý thi. plaintifsa' arti"ni wasI lu tinie.
l'lie caimn ot the paiicilff wval sougbt lu ho
defeated on the gronnd that, under the ruit la


