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.PR,£'TIcE-- DISOBEDIENCE OP ORDER oP couRT-AnSENCE OF PER- P

SONAL SERVICE-PARTY IN CONTEMPT LEAVING JURISDICTION- t

WRIT 0F SEQUESTRATION. ~.t
4

The King v. Wigoend (1913) 2 K.B. 419. In this case habeas
corpus proceedings had been instituted in regard ta the custody
of a child, owing ta the disputes betwcen her father and mother, '
and an order was made by I3ailhachc, J., ordering the father
ta deliver the child ta hier mother, with liberty ta hiim ta have ac-
cess ta the child at certain speciflcd tîmes, bath parents undertak-
ing nat to remove the child out of the jursdiction. The father
having f aken the chiki out for a w'alk omitted to return hcer ta lier
niether, whereupon the Divisional -Court made anl order nisi
for his attaehrnent, for contempt af the arder of Bailhache, J.
It then appeared that the father had gone ta Gerinany, and taken
the child with hiîn, and consequently could flot be personally
served with the order nisi. On behiaif of the wife, an application
%vas made ta make the order nisi for an attachmlent absolute,
.and also for a writ of seque:;tration; the hiusband was unrepre-
sented an the application. The DIvisional Court (Ridley, and
Avory, JJ.) made the order askcd, dispensing w'ith personal
service of notice of tlue application.

LAICEN-TAICA DRvER-FAl.tRETO ACCOUNT TO CAB OWNER
FOR IIIS SIIARE OF T.INGS-1?ECEI'T POR, OR ON .\CCOU'NT 0F,
owNER-LARCENY ACT, 1901 (1 EDw. 7, c. 10), s. 1 (1) b-
(CR. ýCODE, S. 247).

The King v. Mcsser (1913) 2 K.B. 421. This wvas a prasecu-
tion for larceny, ini thc followviiig circuinstances. The defendant

-vas the driver of ataxicab, %vhich the owner pcrinitted himio use
for the purpose af plying ivith it for hire, upon the ternis that
lie was ta band over ta the owucr, a certain perecotage of the
day%' takings, retaining the balance for liimiself. The defen-
dint did nat duly account ta the ow-ner for hiis share of the tak-
ings. The defendant wvas convictcd af larceny of the aunount of
the owner 's ahau'e of fakinga, which lie had not accounted for;
and appealed. The Court af Criiinal Appeal (Darling, H-ain-
îlton, and Bankes, JJ.), afflrnuied the conviction, holding that the
offence charged %vas larceny within ftic nieaiiing of the Larceny
Act, 1901 (1 Edw. 7, c. 10), s. 1 (1) b-SEE CR. CoDa, s.347.
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