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late King at his coronation, but it was held this did flot ainount
to res judicata. The Scotch Court of Session had decided in
favour of the plaitiff the Earl of Lauderdale, but the House
of Lords reversed that decision, holding that the "sharp figliters"
had the better right. Their lordships also held that under an
Aet of the Scotch Parliarnent of 1455 it was not open to the King
to make any grant in derogation of that to Scryrngeouir; and thiat
the office was hereditary, and was flot capable of alienation vol-

untarily or in execution.

ESTOPPEL-RES JUDICATA--LA£NODLORD AND TENANT-AGREEMIENT

FOR LEASE-ACT1ON FORt RENT-DEFENCE NO CONCLUDED

AGREEMENT-SECOND ACTION-DEFENCE STATUTE OF FnAUDS.

In HuImp-lic's v. Hilnmph ries (1910) 1 K.B. 796, the doctrine
of reg judicata was% applied in sornewhat peculiar civeurnstances.

The plaintiff was owner of certain prernises and entered into ý
negotiations for leasing them to the defendant, and on 29 Oct.,
1907, defendant handed to the plaintif a staxnped document
which the plaintiff claimed constituted an agreement by the de-
fenîdant to take a lease of the preomises for fourteen years at a
specified rent. The defendant, howvevcr, elainied that there ivas
no concluded agreemnent and rpfused to take possession. The
plaintiff thon broughit an action to rccov:,r rent dute up to June,
1908. The defendant in this action denied thue existence of any
concluded agreenient for a lea8e, but did not set up the Statute
of Frauds. The action was tried andi judginent given in fivotir
of the plaintiff. Further ront havinig fallen due the present
action wvas broughit in which the defendant set up the fourth sec-
tion of the Statuite of Frauds as a defence. The judge of the
County Court held that as in the former action the court had
decided that there was a valid and binding agreemnent for a
lease, the matter %vas re4 judicata, and the Divisional Court (Pliil-
lirnore and Bucknill, JJ.) held that ho wvas right.

WATER suppLY-" Do,%ESTIC PUJRPOSrS"-IAILW,%Y.

Mfet ropolitan Wtiter Board v. Lowdon. Brighton and Sou tii

Coast Railway (1910) 1 K.B. 804 may bo briefly noticed for the
fact that a Divisional Court (Phillimore and Bucknili, JJ.) de-
cided that a supply of w'ater to a railway station for drinking by
officiais and passengers, and for cleansing the station premises,
doos flot corne under the head of a supply for " dornestie pur-
poses," but is a supply for "railway purposes."


