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(Piokford, ,ind Bankoe, L.JJ., and Sargant, J.) reversed his deciuion,
Pickford, L.J., and Sargant, J. , on the ground that the regulation.
to which the plaintiff had agreed amounted to a submission
within the Arbitration Act, and Bankei, L.J. (doubting that there
was any subznisaion within that Act), on the ground that it was a
special tribunal set up by Parllanaent to deal with the question
in dispute to which the plaintiff wae bound to meort.

STATUTORY OaDE-DATic wxrN IT COMES INTO OPERATION-
OnDza 0r FOOD CONTROLLER.

Johnson v. Sargat (1918) 1 K.B. 10 1, is deserving of notice in
that Bailhache, J., holds that where a Food Controller is empowered
by statute to make rules and regulations, such rifles and regulations
do 'aot take effect until after publication or notificiution to parties
affected thereby.

DisTREss-ExEMPTIONS-VALU.. 0F EXEMPTIONS LEFT AFTER
DISTRAIN'I--ONUS OF PRtooF-LAw 0F DisTREss AMENDMENT
ACTr, 1.888 (51-52 Viî r. c. 21) S. 4--CoUNTY COURTS ACT, 1888
(51-52 VieT. c. 4 3) S. 147-(R.S.O. c. 80,S. 3 (f); c. 155,8e.30 (1).

Gonskye v. Durrell (1918) 1 K.B. 104. This was an action for
wrongfully distraining a tool of the tenant in contravention of the
Law of Dietress Amnendment Act, e. 4 (see R.S.O. c. 155, s. 30
(1).) The privilege attaching to tools of trade is to the value of
£5 (in Ontario it is to the value of $100), and it consequently"
became necessary to shew that the tenant was not left in possession
of exeînpted tools of trade to the extent of £5. The action
was tried in a Coi'nty Court and the judge gave judginent for the
defendant on the ground that the opus ivas on the plaintiff to
shew that the defendant did not leave on the dexnised preinises
goode to the aniount exempted, which onue lie had failed to
satiefy; and a Divisional Court (Darling, Avory, and San'cey,
JJ.) afirmed this decision.

CRIMINAL LAw-FonTUcNE TELLING--EVIDENCE 0F BONA FIDES-
INTENr TO DEt-EivE-VAGEtANCY AcTr, 1824 (5 GEo. 4, c. 83)
s. 4-(Cit. CODE s. 443).

Davis v. Curry (1918) 1 NC.B. 109. The defendant was con-
victed of pretending to tell fortunes. Evidence wau offered at the
trial that the defendant had an honest belief that ehe possessed
eorne power which enahled lier by holding an objeet to tell the
thoughtr8 of the person to whom it belonged, but the magistrate
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