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bie reoovered either by way of damlager, for deceit, or as inoucy
had and reeived to the plaintiffi' use, witb whieh Barnes,
P.P.D., ag. eed, but Buckley, L.J., thonght that the contrite
being unly voidable ntt the option of the plaintiff until she had
execised that option, the defendants had incurred liability and
âhe was, therefore, not ini a position to say elhe had rereîvd no
consideration, and, therefore, could nlot recover the prerniunms
as nmoney had and received, but that the defendants could flot
retain a profit derived through the fratid of their agent, and on

thint ground, were Hiable to refund the premitums.

HIGIIWAY-OBSTRU-CTioe<ý,-NUISANCE.

T'he King v. Bartholonciv (1908) 1 K.B. 554. The defendant
ivas indicteci for niuisanice in obstructig a public highiway. The
obstruction eonsisted of a coffee stail erected in the middle of a
publie highway. The stall Ivas a permanent echaracter and'a
and water were laid (in, and it was asm(-3sed for taxes, The juiry
found that the coffee stail wus an obstruction, but thint it dit!
not appreciably interfere with the traffleoaf the street. On il

W ~case stated, the court (Lord A1verstone, C.J.. and 1 awrance,
R.idiey. Darling and Chantivl. 11.) held thint on fliat finding
the defendant must be acquitted.

4W,%TEtwoRK-ExsPaPI.%TIoZ OF ~ VÂOSECM .Lt'E OF~ LANO

4 EXPROPRIATED.

In re Lurtnq and hestep-field (1908) 1 K13. 571. Land ha,'
been expropriated hy virtiie of stattutory powers for the pnirp(
of a reservoir. and the question was suhmlitted by 9rhitrators.

whether the spécial vaine of the land for flhe purposes of ii
reservoir cotild lie taken into i.ccaunt in fixing the enampengatiýii
te be paid, notwithstandiaig flint the property eould naot havo
been usied for a reservoir uinlesq gtaintory power for the eo;o-.
pulsory purchase of other land werp first obtained. Bray, .1..
answered this question in the affirmative.

DEFxMATCN-IaE. -ABSOLTF PR! VTýEGE 9 T,%TEMES'T,, OF
PRHiVINCli%, OPFICE~iRS-REPORT (M OFFICIAL RECEIVER UxNDER
WINDiNO-1UP ACT.

lotalmey v. B-roit9hn (1908) 1 K.B. 584 was an acotion
hroiight against the defendant who wiP anl officiai repeiver for
an alleged libel contained in a report macle by himn in the courpe


