
ENGLISII CASES.

guilty of negligence, and Bailliache, J., who tried the case, gave
j udgmer t in favour of the plîtintiYs on the ground that the
conditions on the back of the contract not having been approved
by the Board of Trade, and being a variation of *those on its face.
werc invalid; and his judgment was affirmed hy the Court of
Appeal (Williams and Kennedy, L.J.. Buckley, L.J., dissenting).

NUISANCE-VARIOUS COMPANIES LAYING MAINS UNDER STREETS-

INJURY CAUTSED TO MAINS 0F ONE COMPANY BY BUBSTIN O0F

THOS'ý 0F ANOTIIER-APPLICATION OF DOCTRINE 0F RYLANDS

V. rFLETCIER-STATUTE-Two Ac'rs TO BE TAKEN AS ONE-

C'ONSTRUCTION.

Ciaring Cross Elciricity Supply Co. v. Hydraulic Power Co.
<1914). 3 K.B. 772. In this actien. plaintiffs, an electricit *supply company, and the defendants, an hydraulie power com-
pany, ha<1 under statutory 1powers laid their mains in the same
street. Tlîc defendant companý's mains burst withouit an-,
negligence and injured flie plaintiffs' mains, for whichi cause the
ac'ion was brought. Scruitton, J.. who tried the action, gave
judgment for the plaint iffs- (1913), 3 K.B. 442-and his judgment
wvas affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Lord Sumneî, Kenne&y,
1.J., ani Bray, J.) on the ground thât the doctrine of Rilaizas v.
Fletcher (1868), L.R. 3 H.L. 330, applicd nttsanngthat
the plaintiffs' land was occupie(l by licence and not under any
righit of property in the soil, and that in the absence of any statu-
torv authorization of the nuisance the defendants were hiable for
thle escape of tflic water from tlheir mains. Part of the defendants'
mains wvere laid under an Act which exlpresý,sly exeiiipted themt from
lia1ilitV, an(l the rest wvere laid under Acts which contained no
stucli exemptfion. and which declared that alI. of the Arts should
"l)e rend and eonstrue<l together a., one Act,"' and il was held
timat the efTcct of this provision wvns to take awRy the exemp~tion
whlich <lown to its passing the defendmînts had ejvdunder th(,
fonner Act.

NOTICE OF APPEAL FROM JUSTICES ;-AccEi,,ANt'E OF 8ERVIVE B1
SOLIciToR F01R RESPONDENT-- G'IVIN(-, NOTICF OF SUCII
APPEAL, TO THF OTFIER PAR1TY."

Godinan v. Craflon (1914), 3 K.13. 803. In this case a simple
p)oint of practice was involve(l. An order had been made~ on an
ap)peal from a case" state(1 byv justices in the absence of arny one
i,',presontinig the resp)ondlent,'and( the question was raised 1w, the


