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FIRM OP~ BOoKMÀKERS--ILLEGAL AssociATioN-ACTION FOR XE-
rov7zi., or~ MONPYS PAID FqOR RETM LOST--GAMING AcT,
1835 (5-6 W. IV. c. 41) s. 2-(R.S.O. ,. 217 s- 3.)

O'Connor v. Ral8ton (1920) 3 K.B. 451. The plaintiffs, a firni
of b. -okmakers sued inter alia to recover a gum of money paid foi-
a lost bet-made xith the defernLànt. Darling, J., following a
dictum of Moulton, J., in Hyarn8 v. Stewvart King (1908) 2 K.B.
696, 718, held that the -plaintiffs being "an association for the
purpose of carrying on a betting business" the action brouglit by
lien- would not lie as no such partnership is possible under English

Iaw, therefore they had no locus standi and hie disrnissed the action.
lu the recent case of Jeffery v. Bamford, 151. L.T. Jour. 214,
McCardi ,J., refused to, follow this case.

* NEGLXORýNCE-{AILWAY COMPANY-MOVING STAIRCASE UNPRO-
TECTED-CHILDREN TItESPASSïNG-CIIILDnEN WARNED OFF
AND DRIVEN AVVAY.

Hardy v. Central London Ry. Co. (1920) 3 1<.1. 459. The
* plaintif %vas a child who was injured by getting his hand caught

in a rubber band, beîng the part of an appar-atus of a moving stair.
case. The plaintiff claimed dainages on the ground that the
defendants were negligent in that they took no precaution to
prevent children froin playing in the booking hall where the
rubber band was, and on and with the staircase and perniitted
the plaintff to be in the hall. But it appeared by the evidence
that the railway policeman always drove children aivay fxoni the

* booking hall when he saw themn there, and that on the day of the
accident hie drove cldren away and with them the plaintiff who

À was i charge of an aider boy. I3efore going into the hall again
the older boy looked around to see if the policeman was theire, and
being absent ho proceeded to play on the staircase, leavinz the
plaintiff in the hall iwhere lie put his hand in such a position that

s' v it wvas cauglit bv the band and seriously injured. Shearman, J.,
who tried the action, thought the case was dimnilar to the well
known case of Cooke v. Midland Crreai We8tern Ry. (1909) A.C.
229; but the Court of AP'peal (Bankes, Warrington and Scrutton,
L.JJ.) dissented and held that the plaintiff was a trespasser and

~ ~ flot entitled to recover.
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