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payment ' was nôt an off ence
ag&1inat the Act.

Wright, à., expressed some
doubt, on thec ground that the

ac vsdirected against thec busi-
niess of betting, of Nwhich theý pay-
niîent of bets was an important
element. The Act beiug a penal
Act, liowever, lie did not feel
suifiicietntly confident in his, opin-
ion to dissent.

Cave, J., Wills, J.,, and Ken-
nedy, J., concurred witli the judg-
nient of Hlawkins, J. Appeal
dismissed.

PITTMAN v. PRUDENTIAL DE-
POSIT BANKI. LIMITED.

[T. 11A : S. J. 129.

If -. brings an action agai'nst B.
to recovev a <lebt of E..1,OOO and
X. acta as A.'s e01ici.tor, i.s a*zb
«.qreement bettceeii, A. a-ad, X.
that, A. will, if (ues t~t ssiyn.
the judgnent ta X. b ul'v1iig ?

No, said the Court of Appeal;
the ruie iu Simnpson, -v. Larnlb (7
E. & 13. 8-4) absohîtely forbids a
s~olicitor making any arrange-
mient witli his client concerning
flhe subject-înatter of the litiga-
flou which is being conducted by
the solicitor until that litigation
is over. The mule must. said
Esher, M.11., be kept <' as wide as
possible."

SIMS v. TIIOLLOPE & SONS.

[W. N. 161 ; L. T. 84; L. J. 648;iT. 57.

If the wit-ness Io a, biit of eale, hav-
in.q no occ2LJato?, rnerely giveq

flCVfl waiemd addreq in t/e.
attestation clause, is the bill1 of
s~ale voul?
Yes, siiice by oniitting the de-

,swription tlie sta,,tutory form.
which requit-es tuit the wituess'
niame, address, and .description

shall be given, bas not been coin-
pliedl witli. lu sucli a case thec
description should'be stated as,
"gentleman." (S. 124.)
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E. & G. HfINDLET v. BIRTW1STLIE.

[Queeln's Bench )i Vision-DECMBEÏîl

Jiactory ami ýiorksk9op Ac.s -
.l)angeroUs par1ts, of rnfach',inerijy
-Omiissioz Io fence-Liabitity.

Case stated by tlie Recorder of
Bilackburn.

Messrs. Hindie, wlio were cot-
ton manufacturera, were con-
victed by the niagistrates of
13lackburn for neglecting to,
fence a certain dangerous part of
tlie nachiuery in their factory-
to mît, tlie shutties. It appearcd
th.at: a shuttie flew out of one of
flic looms iu the factomy and in-
jured a weaver, but the e%Ïdence
showed that sucih an accident
miglit arise either from neli-
gence of the wcavem or from some
foreigu substance accidentally
gettiug into flic shuttie race, or
from some defect in the yarn.
By section 5 of the .iFactomy and
Worksliop Act, 1878, and section
6 of tlie Factory and Worlishiop.
Act, 1891, I <ail dang-emous parts
of tlic machinery"l in a factory
are required to be securely
fenced.

The Recorder quashed thec con-
viction.'

The Court (Wills, J., and
Wright, J.,) were of opinion that
the above sections were net re-
stricted f0 machinery whici vas
dangerous in itself, but applied
equally to machinery from, which
in the ordinar.y course of work.
iug., danger might reasonabiy be
zanticipatcd. They themefore re-
mifted flhc case to the learned
Recorder. . - . -1


