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Tbe daff la question having been done quietly and dellberat.èly
s appeared by the evidence and without any commotion, the
lons was not wlthin the. peril insured against.

PAiusn couNcIL-CHÀIEmAi-DuitATioN 0F orFC-NEw cotJN-
OHr-ANAL MECETIXO04IGHT 0P CHAIRMAN TO VOTE AT
ELwnCTIOP aF ie SUCCESSOR.

*The, King v. Jackson (1913) 3 K.B. 43f, involves a simple
question. By statut. it wua provided that a parish council waa
to con"ia of chairmman d couneillors and that at the annual
meeting the. p&rish council shail eleot from couneillors or persona
qualified to be otmcillors, a chairman "who shall. . . . con-
tinue in offce until ii muccessor is appointed." A parish council
elected a chairman who at the next election of paris' ouneillors
ws Ilot -e-elected. At. the annual meeting of the new counrl,
howeve, "o, preuided as chairnian. A qualifieci person wa-s pro-
poseci for chairmain of the new council. The chairman voted for
him and on ther. being a tie he was elected on the chairmnan's
casting vote. On an application to set aside the election the
Divisional Court (Ridley, Pickford and Atkin, JJ.) held that the
chairman of the. old couneil continueci in office under the statute
until hie suecessor was appointed and he was entitled to vote aM
he had done. The. election was therefore upheld.

NUIFANOEL-VARIOUS COMPANJES HAVINO MAINS TJNDER STREET-
-DA.MAGE TO ELECTRIC CABLES BY BUPSTING 0F HYDRAULIC
MIAINS-TATUTEC--CONSTEUCTIox--Two AcTa, TO BE CON-
STRUED AS ONE ACT.

Ckaring Cross W.E. & C. ElectrikcUy Supply Co. v. London
Hydrau&i Power Co. (1913) 3 K.B. 442. In this case the plaintiffs
by virtue of statutory powers had laid electrie cables under certain
publie streets and the. defendants, also by virtue of statutory
powers, haci laid hydraulie mains under the saine streets. T1ie
jepfendants' main burst andi damageci the plaintiffs' cables and

~hsaction waa brought to recover for the damnage so occasioned.
Some of the defendanits' mains had been laid under an Act which
did flot contain the usual clause that nothing in the Act shoulci
exempt the. defendants fromn lability. for nuisance, the other mains
had been laid down under the authority of a later Act wich did
contain that clause and which provided that the two Actsa hould
b. reai and construeci together as one Act. The bursting of the
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