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after ber re-mnarriage, but nlot having paid for a later quarter
the present pryceedings were instituted. The defendant con-
tended that she waz neot fiable, as lLhe was flot tbe consuxrnr of
the gas. tbat there was ne contract betwedll ber and the plain-
tiffs. and that ahe waz a rnarried womnian reéiding with ber hu-
band. who was the tenant and occupier of the premises to 'whieh
the gas had been supplied. The justices 'who heard, the com-
plaint gave effeet t0 these contentions, and disinissed the coin-
plaint. *but stated a case for the opinion of the Court, and a
Divisional Co- rt (Lord Reading, ('.J., and Ridley. and Lush,
JJ.), held that the justices.we-e wrong, and that. in the circurn
stanees. the defendant eontinued hiable to the company until she
notified theni of ber ;-c-rarriage,.

IirsnANr) AND WIs-ACTION B IW IFF ACINS HIBAND FOR rw-
SCI'SsION OF SEPARATION DEEDL-FRAUIO---AÇ-TIO:, OF TORT -

RESTî'rumI 12% 1.'TE(Rfl-' MARRIFD WOMFN',~ PROPEDTY
ACT, 1882 (45-46 VICT. c. 75>. S. 12--(R.F.O. c. 140. S. 16).

HIhfton v. Huiton (1917) 1 K.B. 813. This was an appeal
froin the decision of bush, J. (1916. '2 K.13. 642. iuoteed ante p.
l"i The -action was by wife against husband te set a8ide a sep-
aration deed nide betieeen theni, on the ground of fraud îvu]
misrf'prescntation. Ont question was whether the action wus
for *'tort" wîthiin the rneaning of the Married Women's P-op-
ertv Aet. 1,Q82 s. 12 (R.S.0. e. 140, s. 16), and another was,
whetaer the deed having heen made on an agre4ement that ail
letters between thi, parties xhould he destroyed. could now be
,et aside as it was inipossible te restore thé partics te their for-
nier po&îtion.i the letters .. ing been in fact destroyéd: the
C'ourt cf Appeal (Eady. Bankes, and SerÀtton, L.JJ.), agreed
with Lush. J., that the action was net for a tort within the uiean-
ing of the setion, and that the destructkûn of the let.ters was no
bar f0 a reseci.u]on of the deed. Thic Court of Appeal aise held
that the defendant was nlot enit1ed to a refund cf nrnneys paid
wider the, <Ied us a condition of itis reseission. beeause ho had
rceî(ýved eorreiopnding benefits under the deed.

]RESTITUTION OF CONJîUGAL RIGHTS - SEPARATION DEED - ('ov-.
NANT DYV WIPE NOT TO SUE POU TIIE RISTITI'TI0N OF CONJUGAL
RlIGHT-,-ORDER M ADE XOTWITHS,-TANDIN't COVENANT,

Phtilips v. Phillip.q (1917) P. 90. Thiti was an action hy a
wife for the restitution of conjugal rilghts. The huaband did
not appear. On the héarinz of tbe petition it appefired that tbe


