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The Law Reports for August comprise 23 Q.B.D., PP. 133-263; 14 P.D., pp.
85-130; 41î Chy.D., pp. 437-577, and 14 Appeal Case, pp. 105-336.

ELECTio-z-NobtiATioq PAPERs--SIONATURE-AODITION 0F WORD "JUNIOR."

In Gledhill v. Crowther, 23 Q.B.D. 136, it was held by Mathew and Grant-
hain, JJ., that the addition of the word "junior" to the signature of a nominator
ta a nomination paper did not have the effect of invalidating the nomination,
notwith stand ing that the nrne of the nominator appeared on the register with-
out the addition, that being the usual signature of the nominator.

NMCNICIPALITV-CHARGE ON PRWMISES FOR LOCAL INIPROVE.MENTS -STATtJTE UP LIMITATIONb.

Hornisey, Local Board v. Monarch Investinent Society, 23 Q.B.D. 149, was au
appeal frorn a County Court. Under a statute certain expenses inctirred Iv a
municipal body wvere made a charge on the pretiises in -respect of which the sanieC
were inctirred. Mathew and Grantham, ll,~ held that this charge mnust bu
eniforced -within the tlv ears alltuw\edl by the Real Property Limitation AcL
187-1; and that the period hegan to run frorn the date whei. the expenses werî'
iricurred.

IAMVSRcNI)MARRIAGEW! I LitSS TRAN IEVEN YZARES AFTER IIUSItAN) ORS %viFF ims-r 1HE.\Stt1

-HoNEEVF BELIEF ON 'EASONABLE G;SC)NItS, 0F I)EATH 011i'StN OR WlE2~& 25 VIC1

C.. 100, s-. 57 -R.S.C.. c. 1()I, S- 4.

In the Quccn v. Toison, 2.3 Ç.B.D. 168, a very strong court. nuinerically, was
summioned to dispose of an important question of criminal laxw uponl a casc
stpted and res2.rvedi bv Stephen, J. The question being, ,xhetiier a wumnax who
had gon,~ thnuuigh the forai of marriage a second tinme, wihnless than sevein

years after her husband had been last heard of, unaidr a boiiaP .du belicf on reasou-
able grounds that lie wvas then dead, could be properly convicted of bigamv %.
The majority, of the Court, Lord Coleridge, C.J., Hawkins, Stephen, Cave, I)av,
A. L, Sin:th, Wills, Grantharn, and Charles, JJ., held that she could Ilot ; but a
strong m-inoritNy, consisting of' Denmian, Frield, anti Manisty, .j., and Pollock antil
Huddleston, B-13., dîssented. This case znay bo taken as 'authoritativelv settlingl,
the law on this important point, on wvhich there were conflicting decisions.
Reg. v. Turner, 9 Ccx C .C. 145, Rcg. v. H-orton, ii ('ox C.C. 670, and leeg-. v.
-11orle, 13 Cox, C.C. 544, being in favour of the view adopted by the majoritv >f
the Court ; while Reg. v. Gibbons, 12 Cox, C.C. 2,37, Reg. v. Dent,14 Cox, C.C.
45, and Reg. v. J'rinice, L.R. 2, C.C.R.Z 154 were opposed. thereto, The judgments,
of Wills and Stephen. jj., are interesting for the discussion the), contain on the
inaxtîn actis nont fiic reinu, nisi inens sit ;'ei, and the limitations to wvhich it is
subject.

CRUIFLTY To 'dA- ),HNIGCTL-E'iro0FNNCSItI'.

Ford v. Wiley, 23j 1.D 2o3, wvas a prosecution to recover a penalty under i~
J&13 Viçt., C. 92, S. 2, for cruel treatmient of oxen k' dishorning them. The

evidence proved that the act of dishorning wsas accoznpanied by great pain and


