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digato plaintifse' ahip while in the defendants' dock. The
contract expreuly provided that the owner of the vemai u»ing
the dock must do no at his own r6-k, and it waa expresuly pro-
vided " that the company are flot to be responsible for any acci-
dent or damage to a vessel going into, or out of, or whilst in the
dock" whatsoever msay be the nature of ~.haccident or an
age, or howsoever arising. Tht- defendantB were by the agree-
ment to provide blocke on wjiih the ke-el of the vessel rested,
These blocks proved to be uneven, owing to the defendante' neg-
ligence, and the vemel wasacuacque!ntly danxaged; it was con-
tenlcd by the plaintiffs that tiA, e,,ýemption clause did flot re-
lieve the defendants, as the damagé was eaused by their negli-
gence. and the case in whieh it bas beexi heMd that such clauses do
flot exempt a ipowner f£rom liability for unaeaworthine8s were
relied on: but Bailhachc. J., who tried the action. hcld that.
althougb general.words in a contract exempting the eontractor
fri liability for damage caused by a breaeh of coptractual duty
n:ay be inoperative wherc the duty is a primai facie absolute
duty such as that of a 8hipowner under a eoiitraeý of affrcight-
ment to provide a seaw.orthy ship, it is othez-wisc wh( re the con-
traetor's duty is only to exercise due carc; t'nat under the con-
tract in question there ças not ait absolutc duty- to provi(1e bloeks
fit for t!e purpose for vhich they were ta bc uscd, but only to
take care that they were reasonably fit; ani that. therefrire, the
exemption clause in the eontraet in this case. though expresse(]
iii general words oj>erated ti exempt the defehidants froni lia-
biiitr for the damage though eauscd by their nieglig-euce.

G.tlI.NG-BETIN'G HOISF-1NING- A IIOrsE.-PR;ONS EOTN
TO BETTiN,, O MI-'S-BFETTI.I( ACT, 1853 (16 & 17 VICT. C.
119), s. 1- (R.S.('. c. 146, s. 227, 228; 10 EDW. VIl1. c. 10,
S. 1(1).).

Tayl1or v. lfonk (1914) 2 K.B. 817. This ivas a prosention
tor, keeping a hetting bolise contrai-v to the statute. Betting Act,
185:3. T!ie defendant used a houso iii the followiîig ivav. Ile
Ctflployed( two servanlts to stand respectivelv close aIo the (loor-

waone insside and the other outside. 1Persoiit passing along the
strîeet handed bctting slips ta the mani outsidc. Nv'ho handed thiern
on Io the man inside without mioviiog fromn his position. w~ho
Nil)ieiieiit]v ment theni to -the defendant at another ades
The slips i'clated tbý bets on horse raees. l'le (h'fençlaut was con-
viced and on a casîe stnted In the justices th(, Divisional C'ourt
(Channel]. Serutton and Baihache, J.J.) afflrmced the conviction.
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