
NOTES FEOPL THEC ENOUBSH INNS 0F COURT.

and the Court of Appeal -ýby a majority) approved him. Ini
giving judgment Lord Justice Warrington, who with tte gas-
tw-r of the. RoUa was for upholdig tii. dccision aid: "The diffi-
culty la eaused by the want of precision iu the terms in wiieh
the Judge han expressed hie opinion, oeeasioned, I have no
(loubt, by the view expremad by him that the point was a pureiy
techuical mattpr of no real interest ta anybody and had no huai-
necfl bearing on the case. 1 venture to deprecate the deiJing
with such cases in this way. The Act r.mnders tihe making of a
eiaim a condition of the maintenane o>f procedings for reco-, ery
of compensation. This i.s inserted as a protection to the emf-
Ployer. It is a formality, no doubt, but the employer is entitled
t-) have it complied with, and tbe Judge ongbt to deal with the
question whether this bas been done or neot with the same scri-
(flSfieRR and e'are Larv nnyther part of the ewse" But notwitb-
standing this. lie was of opinion that the appeal should be dis-
mi îsed.

LORD .JUSTICE ScuR'rrN's IFW.

That this was flot the first occasion on which this Judge had
incur.-e1 the censure of the Court of Appeal appears from the
judgment of Lord Justice Scrutton, who, in giving bis dissent-
ing judgment, said: "'We have had to, note with regret this sit-
tings a written judgment of this sanie County (Cour-t Judge in
whieh he has stated that he is nlot bound to look at or be guided
hy any authorities at ail. And I desire verly rcspectfully but
firiy te expnm nîy complete agreement with the rebuke, nct
the lema pointed for the moderation with whieh it is cxpre.d,
addressaed te him by Bankes. L.J., in Burtili v. Viekere (1916),

.K.B. 180, at p. 188. " lIn Bum)il v. Vicers it appears that
taie same learned Judge in decidin&r a ve-ry similar point-name-
]y as to whether eiployers h.ad been prejudired by the lack of
notice, said: "To deprive the widow and thae hbldren of a man
who bas died servir.g his eountry by making munitions of war la
unpatriotie, aad i. wouid be against publie po1iey to allow it to
he, done." Lord Jutqtice Bankes ln tihat e~s'said f hât. "ITt laq
time that the Judge's -iews as te his position as arb;trator under
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