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~itiff onl ji nquestion had been "iopped," and the question was whether that was within
Igment 1$, the statute; an& it was heid that it was not, that Illopping" mean.s cutting off
Ir cleci- branches laterally.
P., be.
iber do CRUMINAL LAW-EXTRADITION--EMEZZLFM]&NT 09 %USAPPROPIRATION-FRAUD BV 9AlLES OR AOEMI'

-SUFMîECxs< 0F WARRANTs.

In re Beliencontre (1891>, 2 Q.B. r22, was an application by a prisoner, corn
PUBLic rnitted foi extradition ta France, to be discharged from arrest. Twvo points were

raiscd the first as to the sufflciency of the French and Engiish warrants for hie
:orey. arrest; and, secondly, whether the offence charged was an offence for which he

e, and %vas cxtraditd-!Ile. The French warrant wvas issued on a charge of embezzling or
of Iaw rnisappropriating money as a notacy; and the English warrant under whichi he
operly was arrested described hini as accused of the crime of fraud by a bailee, and
sioned fraud as an agent. The Frenchi warrant specified nineteen separate charges, and
liams, the Court came to the conclusion that fifteen of them disclosed no crime, such as if
ai was coînitted in Engiand would be pninishabrn by English law. With regard to the
tween other four charges, there xvas evidence that. in cach case money was entrusted ta
costs, the prisoner as a notary, without any direction in writing, wvîth a view to :einvest-
more, inient as soon as hie or his ci, -'mer shouid have found a suitable investmneit, and
hruibs that lie liad misappropriated such money. .>s- to the first point, the Court (Cave

mnages and \Vills, JJ.> were of opinion that the offcîîces were sufficiently described in
at no- bý)th the French and Etîglii warrants, and that the warrants wverê consistent
ing of withi each other, and that as to the four charges above-mentioned there was evi-
'Sses ', dunce that the offences charged were offences within bath mne French and also,
nigs to il« committed in Englandi, %vithin English iav (24 & 25 Vict., c. 96, s- 76), and,

were theurefore, that the prisoner wvas properly comîitted for extradition. \ViiIs, J.,
ng aiu siînrtiy stims up the effect of the Extradition Act (33 & 34 V7ict., c. 52) as follows,

viz.: Lt requires " that the persan w~hose extradition is sought should have been
accused in a foreign country of something which is a crime by Engiish law, & id
that there shouid be a Priima facie case made out that he is guilty of a crime under

le re- tie foreign ia\v and aiso of a crime under Engiish iaw "-of course wVhat hie
ound nitans is, that the crime charged must be onie which is actuaily a crime under
on1 to the foreign iaw, ,.nd would be a crime under Englii law if it had been coniitted

sýjale, innlad W hen these conditions are satisfied, then the extradition ouA!x. ta be
elant granted.

sited CIMMINAL LAW-CXIMINAL LAw AmENEIMENT A",T, 1885 (48 & 49 VIUT., C. 6g), S. 4-CAPMAL K.NOW-
.ourt LEDGS 0F GIRL TUNEER 13 iEmRs-<R.S.c., c. 762 S. 3

be a In Tite Qucn v. Af arsden (1891), 2 *Q.B. 149, a case was reserved for the
and opinion of the Court whether on an iridictmnent for having camnai knowledge of a

ithergirl ncer thirteen years (under R.S.C., c. 162, s. 39-the age is ten years) it wvas
nece3sary ta prove emission. The Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., Denman,
Mathew, Cave, anîd Charles, JJ.) were unanimausiy of opinion that it was not.

to be APPOINT14ENT OF PROXY-ATTESTATIONi 1Y PROXY HIMSELF, SUFFICIENCY W1.

eace In re Panrott (t89t), 2 Q.B. 1.51, a question arase under the bankruptcy law,
trees which, however, is of general interest, and deservea ta be noticed here. A person


