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MIUNICIPÂLITY-' 'RcFu5lu "--RE5TAýURANT.

In Lyon>s v. London (1909) 2 K.B. 588 the simple question
was, whether the asiies, clinkers, Pttýe-rounds, egg-.shells, diust
and general dirt, brokeîi eroýkery. tei -leaves, parings, scrap-
ings, emanating froin prerniises eiried on as a res4tanrant, camne
under the category of " house ref use.'' whieh under a construction
elauge in iin Aet wa4 Dxot to ineluide 'tradii refusqe''" 'trade
refuse'" being dcefined to iienui -the refuse of any tradev, inanui-
facture or business or of inny building inaterial,,.''" *'House

reue'bving reinovable withoutt oost by the deýfetidaits tlîey
contended that tho(- reýfuse iii question was ' trade refuse'' for the
reuxoval of -hiehi the plii lut ifYs are bouind f0 pay The Dlvi-
sional Court (Lord AIveitn.(.JadJi u îtrn 1.
camne to the vouclusion that tuerfs as''hue eue' oitthe
ground thuit refuse of the kinîdlu n upestion wa,ý romîuiou to al

houes -aws it ijiut fr -î~ hat i.s ordinariiy iiieillt by the

refuse of a trade.

DEF1.:NDANT 13V COU.NSE1L-WA Ii.% NT TO ('OMF '1 I'ERISONAL AT-
T 'NDAN<!E OF DLFNOAT-S NmMARY J URISOICTION ACT,
1848 (11-12 VIÇT. c. 43--(î.Coni,, s. 658. s. (;((.(4»).

Th r Ki)ýq v. Thonipson (1909) 12 K.13. 614. ln this case a
su1111108ion uder tlic Siumuiiary Juiisdto Act, 1848. wvas fissnied
vannst the defendant on a charge of having exceedeci the spepd
limiit in a miotor carrnage ln whiehi he ivas travtflling. Ile ap.-
pearedl thiereto hy counsel. Tho< solicitor for the pros4ecuition

* s~tated that lie wa rprdto theceo provious convie-tions4 against
*the dlefondant and hind witnesses presenit who woiff ha8vo heen

able to identify the defendant as the person eonvietedl on thiose
* tlîree occasions hadf lie beetn iii court. The defendants %voutisol

haviug refusedl to undertake thnït the defendant would porsonaily
attend iii court foi, tlie puirpose of identification the jistiops
i4sucd n. warrant for the dfn ntsarrest. The &efendant

* tlîcî appl led tu quashi the warrant as having been issued witliout
.iurisdliction. an, the Divis.ionil Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J..
and Jeif and Ljawrnee, JJ.) lield thait the justices; had Do juris-
diction to issue the warrant for- the purpose of coiapelling the
defcîidant's4 attendance for identification. It seemm, however,
doutîful wictiîcr the case would be applicable under the Cr.
Code, sec s. 660(4), wlîieh expressly provides that the issue of
a suminons is not to preclude thce issue of a warrant before or

*after the tinie mcentioned in the siiiunions for rÀppearknce.


