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compulsory, as the Offence was net an offence against exceeding
the apeed limit imposed by the Act of 1903. That, however, ham
been held flot to be the law, for in Rex v. Marshawm; Ex Parte
Ckainbortaii (97 L.T. Rep. 396; 21 Cox C.C. 510) it was held :ï
that the offee of exceeding thia sneed limit imposed by the
regulations made under the powers of the Parka Regulation Act,
1872, stood in the Rme position with regard te the indorsemient
of the license as an offence against the speed init fixed by s. 9
or~ the Motor Car Act, 1903, and thac thsirefore there was ne
pc)wer to en--orse for a firit or second conviction of exceeding
th-i speed lirnit. Aithougli, ne doubt, this decisien was just and
equitable, it seerna somewhat straining the words ini thc section
of 1903, " any offence in cennection with the driving of a motorý
car, other than a first or second offence, consisting solely of
exceeding any limit of speed flxed under this Act." The neces-
Sary corollary of these cases was Rex v. Plowden; Ex parie
Braithwaite (126 L.T. Jour. 524), where the applicant had been
cenvicted under s. 4(2) of the Act of 1903, for net producing
his lieense for indersement. It appeared that lie had been con-
victed of texceediag the speed limit in a park, and, having been
twice previeusly convicted ef a similar offence in a park, was
ordered te produce his license for indorsernent, but failed te do
se. It was contended that, as at the date the Act of 1903 came
into operation-nanely, tlq Ist Jan., 1904-the regulation of
April, 190,4, imposing the speed limit had net been made, the
words in 9. 4(l), "any offence in conneetion with the driving of
the motor-ca r," did net appiy, as they muet b. understood. as
being limited te offentes existing on the lat Jan., 1904. It is
neediesa te say this contention was net unheld, and the conviction
was held te be good.

Se far as skidding is concerned, in Gibbons v. Vanguard
Motor Bus Crntpaony, Limited (25 Times L.R. Rep, 13), a Iamp
erected on the pavement was knocked down by a niotor bus mkid-
d.ng on te it, the road being greasy. The County Court judge
found that the motor bus was duly iicensed, and that the driver,
was guilty of ne persenal negligence, but h. was of opinion that î
it ivas well known thgt under certain circumastances these vehicles


