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action, the new bank and the dealing with the accounts of the company
provise censequent thereen even -if they could be said te amount to a
by the novntien did not discharge the surety and therefore (4)-that the

defendant was liable for the ameunt due in respect of the Inan, and
the appeal was therefore dismissed.

0F DE- The report states that the action was brought against the
committee of the lunatic, but from. the discussion which took place

was an as to costs it would appear that the lunatic himself was also a ,. arty
es: In because the Court gave costs agairvzt the lunatie but refused te
rnpany, make a personal order against his, coinmittee.
O upon
of the CEMINAL I,A£W-CIIARG OF GROSS INDECENCY WITII BoY-EVI-
posited DENCE 0F POSSESSION OF INDECENT PIIOTOGRAPHS OF BOYS-
iem on ADMISSIBILITY-JURY PENDINO ADJOURMMENT CONVEflSING
£6, 100 WITII WIT'NESS--MýATEIALITY.
98 one T.ýe King v. Twiss (1918) 2 K.B. 853. This xvaB a prosec,,,tion
fs had for committing acta of gross à-ndeceney with a boy. At the trial
laintiff the Crown tendered evidence of the possession by prisoner of a
nother number of indecent photograp'Us of boys. Pending an adjeurn-
of ail ment cf the trial two of the jurors had conversed with witnesses

trans- for the prosecution. On the matter behng i ante the attention
.e new of Coleridge, J., the presiding Judge, he callcd on the jurera for an

cern- e\planation, and on their statenientS he w'as satisfied that the
[on te accused had been in rie way preiudiced. he prisoner wvas con-
nount victed, and ho appealed te a Divisional Court (Avory and Lush,
enced JJ.) on the ground cf the improper reeeptien of evidence and the
c>r for jurera having conversed with mritnesses, relying on the latter
aount ground on the case cf 'Rex v. Ketheridge (1915), 1 K.B. 467 ( noted
cticn, ante vol. 131, p. 246). The Divisional Court, however, held that
ranty the evidenice objected te was admissible on the prineiple that the
ihad pornsession cf burgiars' tools by a person accused cf burglary is
then admissible; and they distinguished the Kekeridge caue because
bhad there the action complained cf had taken place after the trial had

idant closed and the J udge had charged thE j uryv, whereas in the present
fend- eaue the irregularity had taken place pendîng the trial and as the
,and Judge had found had in newise prejudiced. the priseoner.

rrent
~Fd re SHII-ýg3IP REQUISITIONEI) B'y .AimIRALTY--CHAItTEItPAITY- -

flot ABSENCE 0F LYGIHTS IN PURSUANCE 0F ADM?,tItALTY INSTRUC-
the TIONS - COLLISION - " CONsrQuENCE 0F WARLIKE OPERA--
no0 TIONS"-"CAUSE ARISING AS A SEA RISK."

the British and Foreign S.S. Co. v. The KIÇ,ng (1918) 2 H.B. 879,.the This wau an appeal frorn the decision cf liowlatt, J. (1917) 2 K.B.
wvith
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