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Mr. Geo. Harvey, Forncett 8t. Peter, licensed vic-
tualler, and Messrs, M and Co., Norwich,
brewers, appellants, and Justices of the Petty
Seasional Division of Depwade, and Mark Grimes,
superintendent of police, were the respondents. The
appeal was in mpoc‘ot an endorsement of the
 license, on November 15th, by the Justices at Long
' Stratton, of the Chequers Inn, Forncett St. Peter
kept by Geo. Harvey. Hr.&mm&ou(w
by Mr. 1230, Hotscn and Page, Long Stratton
represented the ts, and Mr. T. C. Blof:
(instructed by Mr. J. C. Chittock), represented the
appellants. . Reeve, in opening the facts of the
oase, said Harvey recently ied.a house at Forn-
cett St. Peter, and on Sunday, November 6th, the

ica had their attention drawn to that house,and
ound a man there in a beastly. stata of drunkenness.
In consequence of this the authorities thought it their
absolate duty, seeing the way in which the house
was and had been previously conducted, to bring the
matter before the istrates. The case was proved
and defendant . He should call witnesses
who would prove that the man waa in a state of
intoxication when he entered the house, and that he
had previously been refused drink at a public-house
about a mile and a balf distant from kept by
Harvey. When Harvey's attention was called to
the state the man was in he said his wife drew the

ale and he knew nothing about it. The Magistrates
fined defendant 158, and 20s. costs, and thinking
that it would be the means of putting a stop to this
sort of they endorsed the license. This had )
the desi effect, and several other licenses were
endoreed. Insu t of his statement he called
John Dix, ord of the White Horse Ian,
Hapton, who said on November 6th last he remem-
bered two men, named Buck and Hales oounng
to his house, which was a mile and a half distan
from that occupied by Harvey. He refused to
sorve these two men as they were intoxicated.
Cross-examined—His daughter assisted him in
serving his customers. The men were not served
with a pint of beer on the night he had mentioned.
He did not know where they had been previously,
but he saw them going down the road after leaving
his house. Elizabeth Dix, daughter of the last wit.
ness, deposed to seeing the two men mentioned in
her father's house, but denied serving them with
drink, although they requested it. John Durrant
said for 2% ears past he had been stationed at Forn-
cett. At %0 p-m. on Sunday, November Gth, he
visited the uers Iun, kept by Harvey. He
saw several men in the kitchen, amongst whom was
the man Buck who was beastly and was
“casting his stomach.” ugm). ales was
also there, but had mno front of them.
He ssid he had been at Dix’s house that night, and
¥ . Witness drew |




Harvey's attention to the state Buck wasin, and
asked ‘inhow long he had been there. %’uv
replied, ‘‘ He came in about seven o’clock, my wife
drew him a glass of ale, when hohad drank half of
itI found he was drunk.”” A manaamed Frosdick
was standing outside, and witness requested him to
see Buck home. Witness had frequently cautioned
defendant about the way he conducted himself, and
produced his journal in which ware five entries of
¢ eautions " which had been made by him. In croes-

y 1
took proceedings against defendant, au he was |
conn%ted. Tg: was the case for the respondents,
and Mr. Blofeld in addressing the Court for the
appellants, quoted the section under which the pro-

ings were taken, and said it was in the jaris- |
diction of the Court either to confirm, qnnL or|.

handed round, and Buck then drank about half a |
glass of the ale. Defendant had kept the house 22
years, and the owners had never any com t
made to them of the bad way in which the house
had been conducted. Adverting to the entries of
“ cautions,” entered into the journal of the vug
zealous officer, learned co said nothing woul

have been more easier than for him to have put

down the names of the Tpcnons whom he found
| drunk on the premises. This wasuot doue, and he




submitted that there had been no specitic case OI
drunkenness. Under these circumstances he hogd
the Court would set aside the endorsement. He
then called Henry Morgan, a member of the firm of

Morganand Co., Kmes Street Brewery, who said
defendant had occupied the Cheguers, which was his
property for the 22 years. He came with a good

character, snd since he been in occupation no
complaints had been made to bim as to the bad con-
duct of the house. He had never made enquiries
of the police-of the conduct of the house. . W.
Mayhew, general manager for Mesars. Morgan,
said he had frequently visited the Chequers, and
had received no oomph{nt. He considered Harvey
'was one of the firm’s best tenants. H Felse,
| traveller for Messrs. Morgan, also d to fre-
| quently visiting the Chequers, and never receiving
any oomtgllmt. In answer to Mr. Reeve witness
said he thought there was no occasion for enquiring
at the g)dlioe-lhﬁon as to the way the house was|
conducted. Mr. Blofeld here asked the learned
Chairman whether he would consider the matter
of the endorsement, and he would not address him
on the point of the conviction. The CHAIRMAN as-
sented to thig course after he had heard Mr. Reeve
in reply on case. Mr. Reove then said the
M , after s long and deliberate consulta-
tion, came to the conclusion that the only way of

with this evil which was growing up in the
tholmuﬁ:gm to the
| any complaint. In answer T0 Bir. IWoVe wilucsa
said he thought there was no occasion for enquiring
at the police-station as to the way the house was
| conducted. Mr. Blofeld here asked the learned
Chairman whether he would consider the matter
of the endorsement, and he would not address him
on the point of the conviction. The CHAIRMAN as-
sented to thi course after he had heard Mr. Reeve
'| in reply on the case. Mr. Reeve then said the
| M , after a long and deliberate consalta-
)( tion, cameto the comclusion that the only way of
» | dealing with this evil which m'ﬁtovingn in the
'vilhpmtowdom.thohmn thngacfmﬂu
: character they had given defendant. '
A

M
had no chanoe of uinudvlm
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' ACTION UNDER THE EMPLOYERS''

: LIABILITY ACT, 1880 o B o
b T7mep Oy Qo o Mot | B ot Sl St 5 o
& . .0, OW= i %
tIinl action was hron.ht:-—Wm.ll’ Tarrxwr, of || Blofeld (instructed Mr. 3%. Atkinson,
|| Norwich, labourer, v. Hxwry Lovarr, Wolver. || Norwich) was for and Mr. C. Cooper
: railway 3 This was an action (| (instructed by Messrs. Neve and Rutter, of Wolver-
U*“““:“ o penaaion Jor. injacies aseisad by ““i-)::-: 'é" the frat of the Bind whish
i i it first of the
ﬁ,“::' through the of defendant’s m«-. oith . -
The foll were the of the 1880, which now be said to be in its proba-
plaintif’s clain.—On the 21 1681, the|tiousry period, being un expiring Ack, coating to
r| ¥ The Employer’s Liability Act, 1880,” and em- unless revived or re-enacted in an amended form
1 an aocident whilst oot in his ordi :d wubpmoudingznng.u th:i l;t ’“m :l’ the Aoct,
sub-sections 2, and 6. was
duties as such labeurer, and in the course of ,and in the month of April last was —

i - = vvy, and i

|/ eaid employment, to wit, he was thrown off a u”‘i‘:mm,wﬁ fal £ rail fro
d mwh’“iﬂl v of a bal of ﬁn" %o oadh&;h!'omea&,n :nc; was & nu:.{n tl:
:Im “ﬂ! b',‘?‘ the County ) ing "-'".I gl'(l:’p! life, with & wife and seven children.

; i d and | | was contractor for the Forncett and Wymondham
will be prevented from obtaining his li as he | [line, the works being under the c{u-geo!s
i s or | | manager, named Liddle. On the 2lst of A{f..
making railways and other work, and the above- rhhtiﬂ the li
ed persenal injury to the plaintiff was yingintbop&:ahof and was one of a

g under the sup

oreman, the . :
1 defendant. The said Johnson st the|{up from the direction of Wymondham, and the
jmen, by the orderof Johnson, jumped mtho )

the said ballast train apon the said railway, and of | | trucks to empty them of their coutents, the
]

1

plaintiff was engaged upon a truck in removing
the pin holding up the shutter, the engine, without
the exercise of the said any preliminary warnivg, backed, and the effect




of the jerk was to cause plaintiff to fall over the
end of the waggon. His head struck the coupling|
irons, rendering him partly insensible. He fell to
the ground with one leg across the line of metals,
and the wheel of the next truck passed over it,
crushing it in such & manner that it was after-
wards n to awpatate it. The
which had been by the orderof J
caused an?violentd:oekallnlong the train, an
very many of the men who were standing up in the
tracks were thrown down in the truck. Johuson
came up after the accident, and said, ** Why did
| you not do as I told you.” To which Tallent re.
’&d, “ 1 did not hear you.”” Mr. Blofeld con-
ded that Jo the ganger, had been guilty of
'negligence in allowing the men to on to the
trucks, and he ourhl.nl{ought to have warned
them to hold fast before he gave his directions to
the driver. He (Mr. Blofeld) had nothing to com-
plain of in the conduct the defendant after the
accident. Mr. Lovatt seemed to have admitted
m th that this was a very serious matter,
probably would ruin the plaintiff for life. For
months, therefore, he continued to pay him
the sum of 14s. per week. When, however, the
line was complete, and an appeal was made to the
defendaut for further assistance to aid the plaintiff
to earn & livelihood, he said “ The books are now
closed, and I sball have nothing whatever to do in
the matter.”” There was, however, it was inti-
mated, a balance of £6 belonging to a sick fund
which defendant might have if he would sign an
t to it in fall of all
i A refusal was given, and hence that
Mr. Cooper submitted that the fourth section of
the Act, which required that notice of injury shall
be given within six weeks’ of the injury, had not

g

g

'sent to Mr. Lovatt, by the Vicar of Tharston, the
| Rev. C. Hooley, who wrote, on the 2ith of

been complied with.

Mr. Blofeld said he bad not known till that
moment what the notice of the canse of the injury
had boon, because it was in the form of a lotter

il, to

Mr. Lovatt, soliciting his kind consideration of the
distressiog case of the family of T who was
stated to have met with a severe accident while

Ao
am.

been removad to the Hespi injared leg
was amputated, and lbnthilz would bosljon‘ time
before he would be able to work in. Even then
it would be difficalt to obtain employment. The
family at t lived in the parish and were un-
provided for, and it was hoped that Mr. Lovatt
wonldbosblotodo:oudh for th&%o:t‘ui.‘h
family. Counssquent upon on the y
a h.u!: was received by the Rev. C. Hooley, from
the defendant, enclosing a report from his agent with |
the ob{ect of showing that the contractor was not |
liable for the accident, and that something was !
being done. The report was as follows:—

Fornocett and 'M:n Junotion Railway

on the line between Forncett and Wymond-
he letter further stated that Tallent had'
where the i




of

result wasfthe accident. The wheels of the truck passed | "o q. of the case. I may add that Tallent lles in & very !
and amputa- || .itica] state at the Norwich Hospital, and Mre. Tallent

; was afterwards | may probably be left & widow. Pleaselet me bear from ||
 the Norfolk and Norwich Hospital, to which the work- ,wh‘mb"WQ‘dﬁtlt. i
men's sick fund sabacribes. : I am, gir, yours truly, 1
I explained to Mrs. Tallent that you were motliable | Wieniax Gaze. |,
far com un,hntthulwmld'iuhumﬁlng‘ H. Lovatt, Esq. i

haod, and I propose to allow her ids. week for = Mr. Blofeld contended that this correspondence | -
time. On hearing from you, Ishall at un':mt. Mean- | constituted the notice of injury in the case. ;
time I shall give her something to go on with, the |  Afr. Cooper contended that no notice of injury had |
| men themselves make & coliection on Baturday, which I || given either in the letter of Mr. Hooley, or in
hardly think they will du, that b.i the wind-op of the | that of Mr. Gm becauss in neithar wers tha_

coniract as far as they are | cause, the place, or the date of injury mentioned, as '

Yours, | _
uired by the Act. He mareover contended that |
Henry Lovatt, Esq. i f m ll_!parf.{)! the ageut could not be pleaded as |
The following letter bad been written to defendant Lﬂfm;ﬁﬂm of ﬂl: nnﬁ tl'l; f‘ﬂrrhﬂnd ua:t.at:; |
i o - on .
by Mr. Gaze, solicitor, Norwica mﬁgﬂ L ?ummunty (gu:t. Russell,

1, Bank Btreet, Nurwich, 7ih May, 1881. ; i

Dear Bir,—Mrs. Tallent, ::f Thmu% has :nun.l.hd Much time was gﬁu'p:fld in mmm. tpb:dinb:
me relative to certain injuries whi m. Tallent, her [and a large num cases wers mﬁ“ oll
husband, sustained whilst at work for you on the new line | His Honour, who eventually decided that no
ot railway from Wymondham to Fornoett. As you pos- |the iunjury had been given. The intention of the
sibly kmow the injuries he received were very serious, and | [ agislature was evidently that an employer shounld
necessitated having b's leg ampatated. of course, |pove'timely notice of te iutention to bring an ac-

will prevent him from ever guining a livelihood from the tion, in orler that he might in the facts at |
g:dﬁr'wl'in‘.‘:;':.idfi“'mﬁfm“,dhf'ﬂmd ﬁt& ?rd. the time. The provisoat the end of Glause 7 was a |

dren, to be to set him up in some |mostim at clause and gave the judge very wide
mmumbmmul. -.:3"33 enable him to = himself | powers in deciding Iil.ll was & notice of injury, I
and family. You are no doubt aware that by theprovi- | ghile it stated that the notice shall not be deamed |
siovs of am Act of Pariiament passed la-iyeer,entitled | "y, inyalid i uence of any defect |
“ Employers Liability Act, 1580," T.:Ilmt:mr irﬂ' an He held &mm which had N :
action nst you for mq:gm-tim. This, howerer, i+, | therein. dant and the ns acting on g
Bot his denire. | He only wishes to find himself placed in a | between defen ¢ .hl;dllhh]
way to support his family. Now, taking all the facts into | tif*s behalf, coupled with .Hﬂwﬂﬂhinmth
eonsideration, do not think that some compensation |4} a defendant, was sufficient notice e mean- |
might reasonably be made by youto the poor fellow. A |5 o orthe Act, baving reference to the qualifying

money small )
| m as ?&32‘&'&;’&:‘:&‘5’.‘:& mall w>7 .| proviso of section 7, sud the County Court Order ,

al —a T Mlan fm o e
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man to get away from the train, and he | im had the men attended to the caution.
called to Smith, the rope runner, who acted some- is HonoUR—What caution P

to the train, tosend || Mr. Cooper—To kneel down.
thotninhck“ﬂn. was said in & loud voice. | His Hoxoun said it would not have taken three
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will in obedience to Johnson's orders, and whilst en-
T oo in ‘which emef the men were|l 6800 in unlosding the truck, es ware the other
gen Je stan "d“'i ""'"?,,,."‘" n'ulm T ed mm% found
bT:mm"W e 'othltrdu& m{ud ot been negligence.
his in the A’ double whistle was || ne b -
given by the engine before the start was made. As to the amount of damages, he found that
nu?oxonmum had been guilty of || amouat of com should not exceed such sum
negligeuce in allowing the train to start under the as might be found to be equivalent to the estimated
circumstances. The men did not know where the || earnings during three years ﬂm
ballast was wanted, nd'h.ﬁo‘tuhmpg of a person in the same The sum
Johnson called out, “ Now, my lads, get up.” he thought not an extravagant com tion for
nonouthoqhtuitmthpgv'.ddyhm the man’s sufferings, the loss of his and the
tlat every person had come from his place of peril || fact that his means of earning a li would
before he gave orders for the engine to start again. || hereafter be narrowed.
Pl“‘“ﬁl:&“‘ whistle or ‘the calling out of Jm:&u;:t’ was given accordingly. Execution
X nid.m.no lives would have been i S S S S

Thetford & Watton Times and People's Weekly Journal. 29 April 1882

¢ ' Cooper, who also played with much taste a rondo

CoxoxaT.—A concert was given in this village on || from Mendelssoho. The Rev. P. P. Gwyn gave
the evening of the 12th instant, for the purpose of || attractive solos, ably m?ném:ﬁ by l::d IP P.
raising money to purchase an invalid chair, which Gwyn : as didnll‘o.o Bumlw ::'y , Baq., 0‘.&0{:
is much needed in this ish. No other building pu-titlsulnr!y by uT ;::yn e t:i? ::Mn:‘givu 1
large enough betng .vumo. a barn was kindlﬁ the gloaming. 3; y

> d caused much dm tand &
lent for the occasion by Mr. Alliban, and upw uliu:l:nafn‘c?molunion wemmbey & waed B P

of 200 le wero nccommodated with seats, A [} P
very atirnctive programme was drawn up, which we || °f '::r‘:t;t:" ::d?mu{o%t;‘&.?’?:‘: o
regret to say was ourtailed in censequence of ill+ || POURECT B Il o wes the programme :—
ness. The glees were rendered with much spirit by : {’ 2otvamentad et 2 n and 6. W
members of the village choir, kindly assisted by the || ;450 o *'Glos! " Glpay chirua® in * Procioss.” Vocai
riucipal vocalists, and by Mre. Rattes, Mrs. Knap- || solo; * The tar's farewell, Dr. Owens. Vooal duet, * Oh
gm, the Missos Phillipo, Rattee, h, and Hor- (| that we two were Mayinz,' T. E. Page, Esq., and Mre,

i . lee, * Ever true.’
stead. Mre. Chute saug very sweetly, and with || Page. Vocal solo, drs. E. B. Chute. (oo, ;
much expression, and g.inon{ vell-!ﬂ Vocal duet, ‘ Truth in absence,’ Mrs W.G. Wilson and

erved ap- - B.R. Chute. Quartet, * By Celis’s arbor’ Vocal
plause. Mrs. Owens sang a very pretty song, which :10. ¢ Never efllu :x.' Rév. P. P, Gwyn. 8olo and chorus,
she kindly repeated in response to an emcore. Mr. || ‘Trelawney,’ T. E. Page. Esx.

Quartet.
d Mrs. Page gained much favour in the duet, Parr IL—In:trumental solo, Miss Cooper. Glee, ‘ The
...n()h‘ {;.g :% t?v‘c: weare Maying.” Mrs. W. G. dawn of day.’ Voeal solo. Quartet, ‘ Golden siumbers.

: : solo, ‘8h wreath of roses,” Russell Steward
Wilson, whose kind assistance throughout was Xf’;‘l Vol solo, Mrs. E. R. Chute. Vooal duet, * O

much appreciated, sang with Mrs. Chute the | wert thou in the cauld blast,’ Dr. sad Mrs. Owens.
t(mcbingp‘:!uet, “Truth in absence,” which fairly | Vooal solo, ‘Speed on, my barque, nu.'rﬂr. Gvyla.
brought down the house. Much of the suocess of | Solo and chorus, *Old Engiand yet,! Mr. P. Hornegold.

the concert was due to the able accompamist, Miss | Vooul duet, * L know & bank.’ Glee, 1“““ hills req

—_—
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taining about Two A:-. situste in the of

aon x

ujmhm oada. Birkbeck, , and
Lot 4. In Tharston. A Frecholl DOUBLE TENE-

MENT, situate in Tharston Street, with ter’s

snd other Premises and good a

Norwich Mercury 27 May 1882
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BALANCE OF A VALUATION : WATSON V. CLITHERO®
This was an action for £4 4s, 6d., balance of :“og
t'::ueh ‘t’;.l arranged between the min :naﬂ“-

e outgo tenant of the
Clitheroe t‘l:g incoming mf"?n':’aam‘ lived
Ashwellthorpe, and the plaintiff at Hapton. A%SY
ment was ww by the defendant, statiog bat
would account of the valuation: o
' Chittock, who appeared for the defendant, con ropert
' the plaintiff had not execated the works on the P
‘lﬁg&own ii.'hm. lease, as he had not Mt.::.

ng. is, of course, operated
who complained of the state of mm“‘
objected to complete the payment of the valastiod:
HONOUR, however, held that the fact of the
baving been drawn up agreeing to the valustion
overridden by the terws of the lease, and jadgment

 be given for plaiutift,

Norfolk Chronicle 09 December 1882

‘N’ANTED, by a steady Boy, nearl'y 15, a
Situation ays IN-DOOR Si’.RVAl\T in a

Gentleman’s family.—épply, Rev. J. Moore,
[Hapton| Vicarage, Long Stratton.




