
rd CRIMINAL 'A-ASFATO 0FACCOUNTS-:MACHiNE-TAXI-
ac- METEK-FALSIFICATION 0F ACCOUNTS ACT, 1875 (39-40 VICT.

;n ~c. 24) 19. l- (CR. CODE, S. 4151).
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iff sThe Kig v. Slornons (1909) 2 KA1~ 980 serves to shew that
bi- aï the inprovexnents effected by modern inventions corne into
ld operation, old forme of offence assume new aspects. In the present
he case the defendant wap the servant of the plaintiffs, and had

been entrusted with a taximeter cabi fur.nished with an auto-
maatie register for recording the distance trarelled, and the
ainount earned by the driver. From the figures appearing on

x- the dial at the end of the day the amount payable te the defen-
dant was ascertained. Frseveral days the defendant took cer-
tain persons as passengers to certain places, and wilfully and
with intent to defraud the plaintiffs, left the lever of the machine

.d raised so that it recorded nothing, and collected fare for such
in trips, for whichi he dia not accounit. The returns made by hirn
d to the plaintiffs were consequently false. The defendant was
n eonvieted m-ith falsifying an accounit within the meaning of 39-40
e X'ict. o. 24, s. 1 (see Cr. Code, s. 415), and the Divisional Court
r (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Darling and Jelf, JJ.) held that hie
n Iiad been properly c-nvicted.
t

<j 811IP-CONTRACT 0F CA RRIAO--P.% SEN GEH 'S LLOOAGEi,-THEFT BY
<j SIIIWOWIERS' SERVANTS - CONDITION EXEMPTINO CARRIERS

t FROM LIABILITY FOR "LOSS BY WIIATSOEVER CAUSE OR IN WHAT-

r EVER MANNNER OCCASIONED."

e -In Miarriott v. Yeou'ard (1909) 2 K.B. 987 the plaintiff
acoepted a ticket entitling lier to be carried with lier iggage

t (in the defendants' slips to a certain plpce. The ticket contained
a <ondition that the defendants w'ere nlot to bee hable for any loss

sustained by the plaintiff "~hy whiatsoever cause or in whatever
mariner occasioned. " This ivas printed in brevier type. The
plaintiff denijd that she noticed it, or knew of ;ts existence. On
the passage seine of lier luggage was stolen from trunks entrusted
hy the plaintiff to the defendants' servants, to bie placed in the
holà, and which trunks were locked, and were opened whule in
the defendants' sole control. The plaintiff claimed she was not
in any case bound by the condition, but that even if defendanls
w'ere entitled to rcly on it, it did not cover losses due to the
fraudulent acte of their own servants. Pickford, J., who tried
the action, carne ~othe conclusion that the plaintif ivas bound
by the condition, and that it was sufflciently broad in its terme
to cover the loss in question. Thle action therefore failed,


