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ln Broumn v. Waki ns, r6 Q. B. D. xz5, Mat.
thew and Smith, fl., beld that under the
ICnglish Entesi a defendant le not entitlcd ta an
order for discovery of documents againet a
co-defendant. In this Province if 'ras held
ifu Brigharn v. BPessan, 3 C. L- T-. 311, that a
defendant je eatitled ta an order for produc-
tion againet a co-defenidant who je in ftle saitte
intereet as flie plaint iff.

RnnssLxMN -Oo.ÂSflszPMONETS -80I

The Queen v. Robse;:, 16 Q. 13. D. 137, wvas a
crirninal prosecaf ion for embezzlement of co.
pax neaeîeipimoncys. The moneysinaqnest ion
were the property of thc Bed]ingf ou Golliery
Young Men'e Christian Association, and if wae
hield that Uhc association was flot a -"co-part-
ncrs3hip," and the conviction o! the prisoner
was theretore quashed.

A Court coîaposed of Coleridge, C. J., aad
four Puzsne judges, held, in The Qiuers v. Burgess,
16 Q. B. D. 141, thaf if ks a criminal offence
for a person who je ucither flhc owner of the
stolea gonds, aor a material wifuess for fthc
prosecution, to niake aniy agreement ;vith a
view to compoanding the offence, and that fthc
offence is complcted by catering into aay sucb
agreement, and tlic co:npounder is flot exon-
eratcd, even thougi flic dolinqueut is enlise-
qnently prosctctd to conviction.

.'MsueNT OF EMRPssnc To PLÂIY;TIPrI.

Ili Stewvard v. The Mfetrepelitan Tramtways Ce.,
16 Q. B. P. 178, Poilock, B., arnd Manisty, j.,
refused ta permit an amendment of a defeace.
The action was *brought to recover damages
against defen1dante for allowing their tramway
tu remaini in a defective and unsafe condition.
The defendants by their defeace denicd negli-
gence. More tilai' six months affer thec dclivcry
of their defcace they applicd to axnnnd it hy
adding ail allegation that by an agreemieut ftic
liabulity to niaintain the rýoadwvay hiad previ.
onely to fice cause of action leico transferred
to the local authority. But filec local aufhoriîy
waVIs eifitled fo six monflis' notice of action
aad the fime for giviag if had expired, and the
reznedy againet thcm, if a-ny, wae 1at; nda
plaintiff wonid lie prejndiced by f llàlie ln a lboa"
of the amendaient uinder fthc circumefcances, if

wae refused. Sec Clark v. Wray, 31 Ch>'. 1),
68, notod ante, P. 97.
QenSeZ POU TZUAL Oy .iNE QUESTION BEPORU Abf<O'tEMfl- -

0. 30, at.3 (On4r aWLN M5).

Smeith v. Harpa nve, tý 2. 13. D. 183, was ant
appeal froîn an order mnade nder Ord. j6, r. 8
(Ont. Rule 336) direct iag a question of negli-
gence ta lie fir8t tried, and flic question of
damages to [c posfpoucdl unfil afferwards.
The arnouint o! damages beiag a tatter o!
defail, which wouild prolial> lie referred fo,
somEê other tribunal flani a jury, thc Court
(Pollock r.ad Maniet>', ll.,) held fthc ordet
righl> made uinder ftic circumeftances and

iîlsiniese d flic appeal.

j .nar-MtTOAL MISTABE - SunssçussrT FrAtUI'-
* LXNT APVPIISTIoN.

T1he ouI>' remnnng case tu lic noficed in ftic
Qucen's Beach l)ivision k- fliat o! The Quers:
v. Ashwell, 1B Q. B. 1). 190, whicb, hesides

*decidîag a curions point o! crîminal law, ex-
* biits also flic extraordiaary care fakeai iu
Eaglaud la setl1 ng anv doulifful questions of

jcriminal lawv as flic> Prise. The case was
argned first liefore five judgces who difeéred in
opinion, and if was dieu re-argncd hefore no
less than foarfeen judgee, and in flic end tbev
were equall>' divided in 'opinion. Tlîe question
whidh gave risct foi flecxfraoî dinar>' difeérence
o! opinion «as a very simple one, so far as thli
!act.s were coaceraed, The prisouer aeked flic
proeectifor for the loan o! a shilling. Thc
vrosecutor gave thc prisoner a sovereign, hoe-
îieving if to lic a shilling, and fIe prisoner
fook the coin under fthc anme belle!. About
an bouc nEftecwacds lic discovcrcd flic coin wam
a sovreiga, aad, iastcad of rctnraniag if ta, the.
prcsccutor, lie kcpf if and apent *if. The

Cour sernsto have licen tnanimous that thejprisolier 'vas not guilfv of larcea>' as a baller,
but Smith, Mattbcw, Stcphcî. Day, Willr.,
Mfanisty and Field, JJ., hcld lic %vas ijot gniltyJo! larcea>' at comnuior law:- wliuilo Coleridge,
C.J., and Cave, H-awkins, Detianu and Grave,

Ijj., aud Pollockt and H:îddlesfoa, 1313,iid
jthnt bu ;vas. IJoumuan, J., tried tLc case, andi
thc prisoner haviag beec couvicfed tift filie
trial ftic conviction %vas affirmed.

lu flue confry, whnfevec doubt Ina> cxkft
as ta flic offeac in question beiag lareu>,
there can lie uno doulit that it wvolid at atl
eveuf a be punishablo as a misden'.eaûoc: under
sec. 110 of the Larccny Acet.
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