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predeceusors ini titis of the. plaintiff and defendants had' in
1883 made an arrangement whereby the defendanta' predeeeasor
ini titi. aiquired' the. right of way ini quesilüh. At that dine
the. defendanta' premises wore uaed as a private house and the
way waz used for obtaining accea froni the stables of the hous.
to >a highway--on -the defendants acquiring the. premise they
were used in connection witli the. business of a hotel carried on
by tihe defendants, and the way was used -for the. passage of
maotor vaol of guests, and the house on- the prtmiies was
.used for the accommodation of drivers. The plaintiff claime4 that
thia was increasing the. burden on the servient tenement, and
hF. feaimed an injunetion Io restrain the user of the. waY Othe>-
Pvise o~r to any gretor extent than it -was used- ini 1883. Joyce,
J., who tried tiie acaon held that the rightof way wau uxire-
atricted, and wus fot conflned to*the purposesfor which it was
required when the grant was made. ;.Thé Court of',Appeal
(Cozens-Harly, M.R. -and -Farwell, and Hamilton, LJJ.),
affirxned this deciuion, but inasmueh as it 'appeared that the -de-
fendants had altered and widened. the gateway to the way as it
.had existed in 1883, the Court of Appeal varied the judgmeut
by restraining the. defendants froma exereising the. right of
way except through a gate -in the position, of that whieh stood on
the preinises when the' way was granted.

MONEY PMD UNDER MISTAKE OPF FÂOT->INClPAL'4XD AGENT-
SEQtTESTRAToit -- IIEOOVEY OP PLONEY PAID BY MIBTAE-'
11ONa HAD AND azozivED>-LIABILITY OP' PAYE FOB 9OX4Y
PAID BY MISTAXE.

Bayliis v. Rigkwp of London. (.1913) 1 Ch. 127. In this case
the plaintiff sued to reeover nioney paid by isitak 'e in tUicol
lowing circurnatanceas. A -clergyman of* tii. Church 'of ]lnglaxid
having become bankrupt, the bishop 0,ppointeda'sçquestrator of
his -benefice, and the. sequestrator demaflded and re 1 eived from
the plaintiff sums of moneys as titi. rent charge. ini respect of
property of which the. plaintiffs had been, but had ceaa.d to be
lessees, and the. plaintifsé in forgetfulness cf the fact paid the
money demanded, .which ;was duly .applied by Vii.sequestrator in
payment of the, curate in charge and other outgoings and the bal-
ance was handed by him to the. trustee in bankruptey., Neville,
J., held, (1912), 2 Ch. 318 (noted anate vol. 48, p. 53e), thiat tiie
biehop was lhable to refund «and. the, Court of Appeal (.Cozens-
Elardy, M.R., and Farwell, and HTamilton, L.JJ.) have àÙîrmed
hie deciuion.,


