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were Hiable te skid, and, if they dîd skd, it wus impossible to
control them, and oc the niotor but emrP:aùy wenre iablè for plat-
ing a nuisance on -an for negligently using the. highway. On
these findings the Divisional Court held thât they eould, fot Inter-
fere. In 'WaUîon v. 'V.nguard Mtotor Diua Comnpoey, Liimited
(25 Times L. Rep. 18), the. court pointed out that where a vehiole.
which should b. in the roadway knocked down a -permanent
structure on the. pavement that in evidefw.e of negligeuce on the
part of the. driver. The last deoision on this question wua Parker
v. London General Omnibu. Oom paity, Limite Z (100 L.T. lRep.
409), where the Divisional Court laid it dewn that th6 ,akidding
of a motor bus on a greasy road, where thore in no negligonce
on the part of the driver, and the-skidding in due te the procau-
tions taken by thie driver tu avoid an accident, in no evidence
that the particular vehicle in a nuisance lor the placing of which
on the highway the owaers 'are responsiblo. This last deciuion s
been taken to the Court of Appeal, oc sme definite pronounce-
mient may be expected as tu how far a skidding motor is a nuis-
ance, for the cases hitherto decided have depended largely on
spocial faete or findings.

There have been a few other dtcieions which should be borne
in mid. In Batable v. Little (96 L.T. Rep. 115; 21 Cor C.C.
354), an information was laid againut the. respondent, under s.
2 ef the Prevention of Crimes Amendmpnt Act, 1885, for wil-
fully obstructing the police in the exeoution of their duty, ho
having warned moter-car driver. of the. existence of a police trap.
It was found by the justices that the drivera of the. cars might
have been onabled to avoid travelling at an illégal mpeed in conne-
quence cf the. respondent's warnings, but It waa net found that
tho motor-cars were ini faot exceeding the speed limit at any time,
or that he wax aeting In concert with ony cf the drivera. The
Diviuional Court held that the justices, under the. eircummstances,
were right in diamissing the. information, but they pointed
out rhat obstruction may exist within s. 2 cf the Act of 1885, with-
eut phyf;mecad obstruction. On this point it would appear that if
the warning in to prevent a breach cf the. law, it would net bo


