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HicHwÂy-OBITaeUTmO NoT ALLOwDi nu, pfflAGe Pm

OVEuRTÂXINO nEMI&of-IGnewÂys ACT (1836), 6-6 W. 4,

Nuttall v. Picketing (1918>, 1 K.B. 14. The EngIieh High-
* way Act, s. 78, mùkes it an offente for' the. driver of a vehicle

nct to keep it on the loft aide of a raid for the. purpoae of slk'winF
free pasuag for other vehicles: (se 2 Geo. V. o. ei s& 8-6
Ont.). The defendant waa driving a heavily loaded, vehîcle so
far beyond 'the centre that a motor vouil overtaking him. could
not pas on the proper aide and ho signalled te the driver of the
motor ta pas. him on the wrong aide, which *he did with-
ont delay or ineonvenienos, there being no other traffle on the
rad. The defendant was prosecuted for a 'breacli of the High-
way Act, a. 78, and oonvicted, but the Divisionai Court (Lord
Alverstone, C.J., and Ohanneli, and Avory, JJ.>, set aside the
conviction. The gist of the offence is flot allowing the froc
passage of other vehieles, and that, in the circumatances of this
case the Court held did nat take place.

PATFLNT-PATENT AGENT - DuSCwTIoN or tJNREBTERE PUr-

SMN.

Graham Y. Tanner (1913), 1 K.B. 17. The Ez>glish Patents
and Designs Act, 1907 (7 Edw. VIL. o. 29), a. 84, pravides that
a persan shail fot be entitled ta deacribe hiniseif as a patent
agent unies. h) ia registered as a patent agent. The defendant,
who was not ifegiatered as a patent agent, issued a ciroular ini
whieh hi. firin were described as "experts and engineersl' and
in which it waia stated that the firm were prepared to do the
clam of work which is usually dohe by patent agents, but the cir-
cular did not, ini termes, state that the flrm, were patent agents.
The defendant wa-q proseeuted for having cammitted a breach
af the Act, but the charge was dismissod and the Divisional
Court (Lard Alverstone, C.J., and Channell, and Avory, JJ.),
heid ri-ghtiy so, though the Chief Justice aaid ho came ta that
conclusion wîth great regret,

LANOLORD AND TENÀNT-COVENÂN' TO PEPAIR-B3REACI- 0F C0V-
ENANT-WASTE--RELIEF AGAINST FORFEITURE-CON VERSION

OF BUILDING PROM CHAPEL TO TH:EATRE-REINSTATEMENT 0F

BUILDING--CoNVEYANCINO ACT, 1881 (44-45 VICT. c. 41),
s. 14 (2, 3).

Hymau v. Rose (1912) A.O. 623, is another case in which the
House of Lords (Lord Loreburn, L.C., and Lords Macnaghten,


