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Ma,,ter of the-Crown Office as to whether thé, respondent had beei
duly served with notice. The Act authorizing the appeal provided
that the appellant should give "notice of such appeal to the other

pty" The solicitors who acted for the respondent had accepted
Service of the notice, and it appeared by evidence that they had
authority to give such acceptance. Lord Coleridge, Avery, and
Atkin, MJ., held thaf the service on the solicitor was sufficient,
as the Act did flot expres.sl.v require that flic service should be
1)ersoIil.

ILLEGITIMATE CHILD-W'ILFUL, NEGLECT 0F CHII>-1,1.BilITY O1'
FATIIER-PRSOI, "11AVINC CUSTODY, ('HIAR(GE AND ('AIE "-

-CIILDREN'S, Aur. 1908 (8 EDm-. VIL. c. 617), s. 12 (1): :s.
:38 (2)-CIMINAL ('ODE, s. 241.)

Li'crpool Socielbf' or l>rci-'enitj of Cruelty !o ('hidrcin v. Jonces
1914), 3 I{B. 813. Thlis. a prosecution under flic ('hildrens'

Act, 1908, for neglectinig four chîldren. It appeaired tlîat the
ci'l<ren were illegîtimat<', and! living witli their father and mother;
:mnd flic question raised ivas wliether flic father ceuld lie made
liable uîîde" the Act. 'Fli Divisional Court (Lord C oleridge,
and Ax'orv. ani Atkiin, JJ.) lîeld that the fact tliat their motiier.
%lio %va., tleir sole legal l)arent and guardiaîi, w-as livinig ini the
biouse, dlid flot prevent tflic father fromi having joinitly wîtb lier
th(, eustody anîd care of t( cliilrcn w'ithin th(, nîiniiig of theu
xct. so as tc renider Iiiîîî iable, if lic 1îîll egh'ete(l tbicîn
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ADVEwRTISlcENT ONX WALL . OF'PEIE INE(IE<
WvI'înna )AIx;i x xl

Cobb v. Saxbli (1914), :i E.1. 822, 111 t bis case t be b'fen.dant
set up a <'owit er <laini for relief against the î>laiiit iff for, iiîteýrferiiîg
wiî is arcess to an outer wall cf luis pl emises. The facts w1ere.
tlîat flie plaintiff and defendant w''re owiiers m)i1 ow'cuîtisii of
a<ijoiniiig preinises la4lî abuttiîýg <iii a street, lbut t Iii lýuldîîîg
of t bu defenda ut proj eut (i a sliri <listaceb <'u <voil (le plaint iif's
buhiu<1îg. Tbere was 110 (10<11 or 01qS'lii iig i iit < t hii is 51d< W'iiIl, buiit
if twas tîs f lto tIlle h'ed tfior plae ilg a I 'ît isemints t ber'eiî
Tlh e pu; nt i f Vrect e I1 a i<ar< Ii îg so as to pre veuit t1 lî' efeidi nt
fromî lmia iîg :e'sfroin tlic stre't tIo Ili., wall, wluicb wvas t bu.
gri('van<< coInfflaied Jf. Tbe actihou was t ri('( by llowbtt, .,
%V'lo lid t la t thle <l(ýeiti's right of :iccess ((i flic street as, tiwîier
of bis preni ses mias îîot h i ni te t o tflic mieri' 'i g!it of i n gress a un


