
Englisz Cases. 613

remnained on the train and continued his journey to Manchester. i
The through fare [rom Huddersfield to Manchester was 2s. 3d.
The [are fromn Staleybridge to Manchester was 7d. The defendant. .

tendered 7dý, but the plaintiffs claimed 9d., being the difference
between the i s. 6d. and 2s. 3d. The County Court judge, before i
v'hom the action was tried, gave judgment in favour of the plain-
tiffs, and, on appeal, the Divîsional Court iýLord Alverstone, C.J.,
and UVills and Channeil, J.J.) afirmed his judgment, holding that
the plaintiffs' dlaim being for a quantumn meruit, the proper
measure of dam-ages wvas the difference betveen the fare actuaflv
paid and the through [are to the plâce actually travelled.

SEQUESTRATION-". SFCURED CREDITOR.'

I: re PO/lard <19C,3) 2 K.B., 41, although a decision in Bank-
ruptc)-. nevertheless deserves attention for the remarks it contains
by Roiner, L.)., as to the effect of a sequestration. He says 1
need SCarCely7 point out that the seizure by the sequestrators does
flot couvert the property seized into the property of the creditor.
The next question is 7Does the inere seizure of the sequestrators ~
give the creditor a charge upon each part of the property of the
debtor which lias been seized? he answer mnust be clearlv it
does niot."

Iu tic resuit it xvas held b%' Wright, J., and his (lecision wvas
amlrmed by the Court of Appeal (Williaims. Romer and Cozens-
Hardy, L.JJ.) that a creditor who has obtained a sequestration

under which a seizure lias buen mnade is not a 'securcd creditor.'

CONTRACT - 1LLEGALITY -LIFF INSIVRANCE-WAGERING POLICV-INSURABLE

IN'FFRSr-- RrCOVERN' 0F PRENIL'MS PAUE) ON VOlE) POLICV-PARI ()ELICIO.

liase v. Pearl? Life Assit.'.znce CO. (1903) 2 K.B. 92, wvas an r '

action hroughit to rccover premiums paid by the plaintiff on a void I
policy of insurance. The defendants' agent represented in good
faiti, to the plaintiff that an insurance effected by hiîn on the life
of bis mother would be a good and valid insurance, and the ~
plaintiff, relving on that re2presentation, effected twvo insurances.
The policies were, in fact, void for want of an insurable interest.
The plaintiff sued to recover back the premniums paid by îhirn o .

the policies. The County Court judge who tried the action held
that the plaintiff criuld not recover because the parties were in*
pari delicto; but the Divisional Court 'Lord Alverstone, C.J., and


