
Nvith 'the Manitoba courts t.hat no ''i-onôpoly ôver the whole.
street had beeri graflted to the cornpaýiy, but onlv that-portion of
it occupied by their'railr and the clause giv'ing the companv the
refusaI cNf ather stiteetF .vas* -hld ta be iinsufficient ta constitutŽ,
contrary to the plain ù.Li of the previaus stipulation.q, a
right of monopoIy lin any %of the streets of the city.

[IRAcTICP.-CRItNlINAI. APPEA!, MSIE' YCMIN oir jui;£ 0:4 PRisOiilÉI

NOT <)-FFERI.,G HINISELF AS A WT ES(6Vict., C 31 (D.), s. 4, &s- z).

KoÉs v. Tite QUaen, (1894) A.C. 65o; 6 R. Dec. 18, was an ap-
plication by a prisoner for special leave ta appeal in a criminal
case froni the Supreme Court of New SouthýWales on the ground
that the judge inisdirected the jury ;n commenting on the pris-
oner }îaving refraied froni giving evidence. The judicial Com-
miittee of the Privy Cauncil (the Lord Chancellor, and Lords Hob-
house, Mvacnaghten and Moriis, and Sir K. Crouch) held that
such comment was according ta law, and leave ta appeal was
refused. But by 56 Vict., c. 31 (D).), S. 4, S-S. 2, the failure of the
person charged ta testify is not ta be inade the subject af comi-
nient by the judge or counsel ; and, therefore, lin Canada such
commnents by a judge would probably be he]d ta be nîisdirection.

Col,;l;A-V-)IRECToRS. LIAaIII.1-TY OF, FOR ISSUING SHARRS A-1 A IcU.

Hirscze v. Si»Is, (1894) A.C. 654; 11 R. Jan- 441, Was an aPPeal
froni the Cape of Good Hope. Direct,,i*s af a company had, without
authority, issued paid-up shares at a discount, and the question
was to what extent they were answerable ta the conîparly for so
doing.; and the Judicial Conimittee of the Privy Counicil (Lords»
Selborne, Watson, Macnaghteri, XMorris, and Shand, and Sir R.
Crouch) held that they were liable for the amount of the discount
aI!awbd; but thýre being no proof of fraud, or af further resulting
damakes to the company, they were not liable for any further
damnages.

JURISIITION OF COURT OVER ~ADSKN FOREICGNBRs-DERR&rs AGAINST ABSENT
11EFFNDANTS, 110W PAR BININi;.

Sirdar Gurdyal Siingh v. Faridikote, (1894) A.C. 670, 11 R. Feb.
98, althoughi ail Indian appeal, is deserving of notice for the pria-
ciples which the judicial Commnittee of the Privy Council lay down
lin regard ta the powers of local legislatures ta confer jurisdiction
on courts under their contraI over absent foreigners. These are


