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WALKER 7. TRADES’ LANE CALENDERING
COMPANY AND OTHERS.

Statute—Factory Acts—7 Vict. ¢. 15. Held that an
appeal taken from the Justices to Quarter Ses-
sions, against a conviction under the Factory
Acts, was competent in regard to three of the
contraventions charged, but incompetent in regard
to a fourth.

Counsel for Pursuer—The Lord Advocate and Mr
Alexander Moncrieff. Agent—Mr Andrew Murray.

éo.unsel for Defenders—The Solicitor-General and
Mr Gifford. Agent—Mr L. M. Macara, W.S.

This was an action of reduction of a judgment
pronounced by the Justices of Peace for Forfarshire,
sitting in Quarter Sessions, by which the defenders
were assoilzied from a complaint presented against
them by the pursuer in his capacity of sub-inspec-
tor of factories. The complaint charged the de-
fenders with contravening the Factory Acts, in so
far as (1) they employed at their works a young
person under sixteen years of age, without having
previously registered his name in the register kept
for the purpose; (2) They employed him for more
than nine hours in the day, without having obtained
for him a surgical certificate; (3) They employed
fifteen young persons named, after six o'clock in the
evening ; and (4) They employed the said young
persons betwixt half-past eight o'clock in the
evening and half-past five o'clock in the morning.
The Justices sitting in Petty Sessions convicted the
defenders, and fined them in £3, 3s. for the first
offence, 42 for the second, £1 for each of the fifteen
young persons referred to in the third charge, and
4z for each of the fifteen young persons referred to
in the fourth charge, said penalties amounting in
aggregate to £50, 3s. The defenders appealed to the
Quarter Sessions, who quashed the conviction.

The ground of the present action of reduction was
that the appeal to the Quarter Sessions was incompe-
tent. The pursuer founded upon sec. 69 of 7th Vict.,
cap. 15, which declares ‘‘that no appeal shall be
allowed against any conviction under this Act, except
for an offence punishable at discretion, or when the
penalty awarded shall be more than (£3;” and he
contended that each offence charged must be con-
sidered separately, and not only so, but that each
young person must be held to constitute a separate
offence, so that there were 32 offences charged, and
that in this view the penalty awarded for each (ex-
cept in the case of the first charge) must be held to
be less than /3 in the sense of the statute. It was
not disputed by the pursuer that if the appeal to
the Quarter Sessions was competently taken, the
judgment pronounced was not reviewable by the
Court of Session.

The Lord Ordinary (Kinloch) found that the ap-
peal was competently taken. The whole offences
were charged in one complaint as committed at the
same time and the same place, and the penalties
were all adjudged in one conviction. He therefore
assoilzied the defenders, and the pursuer reclaimed.

The LorRD PRESIDENT said—The expressions of
the statute here are not very clear, nor is the
language of the conviction by the justices. The
substance of the question we have to decide is
whether the conviction was appealable to the
Quarter Sessions ; and within that there is another
question, whether part of it was appealatle,
and part was not. It is admitted on both sides
that as regards the offence in respect of which a
penalty of three guineas was imposed, the convic-
tion was appealable, the sum awarded being above
£3. It was contended by the pursuer that in all
other respects the conviction was not appealable,
That depends on the construction of sec. 6g of the
Act. One of the offences of which the defenders
were convicted was a contravention of a statute in
respect of which a penalty of only /2 was imposed,
and the offences charged in the third and fourth
counts, it is said, constitute thirty separate offences,

being in each case one for each of the fifteen boys
who were employed. The words of the conviction
are, in the one case, the sum of £1, and in the other
the sum of £2z of penalty for each of the boys. The
defenders contend that the aggregate sum awarded
is the amount of the penalty, or otherwise that the
penalties awarded under the third and fourth charges
amount to £15 and 430 respectively, and that the ap-
peal in regard to them was therefore competent. The
offences charged are stated in the’ complaint as four
different offences ; they are contraventions of differ-
ent statutes, and in their own nature they are differ-
ent transgressions. They are substantially different
cases. I have therefore difficulty in looking upon
the aggregate sum as one penalty. I think that
while the first charge was appealable, the second,
where the penalty was only /2, was not. In regard
to the third and fourth charges, it appears to me
that, looking to the way the pursuer charged the
offences in his complaint, and the terms in which he
took the conviction, he has put it in the defender’s
power to appeal. In each case the employing of the
whole 15 boys is set forth as one offence, and the
justices have so dealt with it. My opinion, there-
fore, is that in regard to these charges the appeal
was competent.

The other Judges concurred—Lord DEAS observ-
ing, that the manner in which the complaint was
framed was important, because by the statute a
right of appeal was given only to the person con-
victed ; and Lord ARDMILLAN that the complaint
not only clubbed the whole 15 boys together, but did
not even entitle the Justices to convict the defend-
ers of the employment of some of them by adding
the usual words ‘* or one or more of them.”

The Court therefore recalled Lord Kinloch's in-
terlocutor, reduced the judgment of the Quarter
Sessions to the extent of the /2 penalty, and guoad
ultra assoilzied the defenders with expenses, subject
to modification.

Saturday, Dec. 23.

GUNN 7. BREMNER (azfe, p. 68.)

Process—Proof—Circumduction. (1) Held that an
order circumducing the term for proving, and an
order circumducing the term for reporting a
proof, mean the same thing. {(2) A proof which
had not been reported and was tendered after
circumduction had passed, allowed of consent to
be received on payment of certain expenses.

Counsel for the Pursuer—Mr J. M. Duncan,
Agents—Messrs Horne, Horne & Lyell, W.S.

Counsel for the Defender—Mr W, A. Brown.
Agent—Mr . C. Baxter, S.5.C.

This case, which was reported when in the Quter
House, involves the question of practice whether a
Lord Ordinary, having pronounced an interlocutor
“circumducing the term for reporting a proof,”” and
the reclaiming days applicable to such an interlo-
cutor having expired, it is competent for him to re-
ceive proof that was led previous to the interlocutor
pronouncing  circumduction, the opposite party
withholding consent. A motion to that effect made
by the pursuer, against whom circumduction had
passed, was refused by the Lord Ordinary (Bar-
caple). Against this interlocutor the pursuer re-
claimed. At the discussion to-day, the pursuer
contended that the interlocutor was per incuriam
worded erroneously, that the only interlocutor
which the Lord Ordinary could pronounce was one
circumducing the term for proving, and that he
was not excluded from lodging the proof which he
had led. The Court decided that circumducing the
term for proving and for reporting were substan
tially one and the same thing, and explained their
meaning to be, not that after the term appointed
no more proof could be led before the commissioner,
but that at that date the proof must be reported to
the Court, Apart from this question, the defender
submitted that the Court could not deal with the
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