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as well as on the authority Of P&PPl*wdIe v. BOd*inson, (1 869), L. R.
4 Ex. 248, the withdrawal of subterranean water-support from a'
nelghbour's land in the course of clearing one's own land, even
though it damnages the neighbour's land, gives no cause of action.
'The -majoritfy ho-wever *diffeëred -from-- Willi-ams, -L.J., ont fat
holding that in the present ceie, the plainti«f's land was flot
supported by a stratumn of watcr, but by a bed of wet sand or run-
ning silt, and the t eore Popplewei v. Iiadkin.ron did flot apply. Frrom
a note at the end of the case, it appears that the Judicial Committee
of the Privy Counicil in Trinsdtad Asp/*ait Co. v. Arnbard, on July
8th Iast, held that Pappleiwell v. Hodkinwn does flot apply wvhere the
substratum af support wvas asphaltumn or pitch.

Lgï.SE-OpTi'o.N TO PURCIIASE--EQLIrAIILE ASStGNEE - P'OSSESSION.

In Priary Il. & Il. Brewe.-ies v. St.ýglÊtan (IZ899) 2 Ch. 261, the
decision af Romner, J., (1899) i Ch. 86 (noted ante p. 2oi) was
afflrmed on the point af Iav, but reversed on the facts, the Court
of Appeal (Lindley, M.R., jeune, P.P.D., and Rigby, L.J.) beirig ofï
opinion that the correspondence, the effect af whichi liad not been
brouglit to the attention of Ramer, J., establislied that the parties
had proceeded on the assumption that the plaintiffs, though inerely
equitable assignees, %vre entitled ta exercise the option af purchase,
and that the defendant the reversioner in fée, waived the notice
required by the Iaw ta be given af the intention ta exercise the
option,

NOTICE.-Gitoss Nrt;LIGËNcr,-PRitiniry.

OliveÊr v. Hinton (1899) 2 Ch. 264, is a case which could hardly
arise under the Ontario systemn ai registrat-Ion af deeds, but it may
be useful ta refer ta it, as bearing generally on the doctrine ai
notice. The facts %vere simple, the defendant liad purchased a
parcel of land and obtained a canveyance, but in carrying out the
transaction lie cmplayed an unprofessiotial agent, who innocently
neglected to cali for the production of the title deeds, %vhich had
been deposited by way af martgage with the plaintiff The Court
af Appeal (Lindley, M.R,, jeune, P.P.D, and Rigby, L.J.) agreed
with Romér, 1,, that this amounted ta such grass negligence
an the part af the purchaser as ta disentitie Ihlm ta the protection
of' the court as a bana fide purchaser for v'alue without notice.


