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trustees for the property taken possession of by the company.
Bucknill, J., dismissed the action as frivolous and vexatious, and
the Ooun of Appeal (Williams, Stirling and Moulton, L.JJ.,)
afirmed the decision on the ground that the acts oomplamed of
were clearly acts of state whieh ecould not be called in question
or inquired into in municipal Courts; Moulton, L.J., dissented,
and, though agreeing with the rest.of the Counrt-as to the general
principle, thought that an act of state might in its intention and
effect sometimes be to modify and create rights as between the
government and individuals who are, or are about to become
subjects of the Crown, and in such cases the rights thus arising
may be adjudicated upon by a munisipal Court, and that in the
present case the claim as to private property might be inquired
into. Ultimately leave was given to the plaintiff to amend his
statement of claim,
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Hopkin v. Gudgeon (1906) 1 K.B. 690 was an interpleader
issue. T. W, Gudgeon, the execution debtor, was in 1903 the
owner of certain chattels the subject of the issue, and in that
year sold them bonf fide to & company by an agreement which
was not registered. In 1904 the company bona fide scld them to
the claimant also by an agreement which was not registerad.
T. W. Gudgeon always continued in possession of the chattels,
and there was never any actual or continued change of posses-
sion, and while thus in his possession they were seized under an
execution against T. W. Gudgeon under a judgment recovered
in 1905 and they were claimed by the second vendee. The eounty

r; judge who tried the issue disallowed the olaim of the
clapmunt on the ground of the non-registration of the transfer
to her, and the want of any change of possession; and the Divis-
ional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Ridley and Darling,
JJ.) affirmed his decision.
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In The King v. Cable (1906) 1 K.B. 719 the defendant was
convicted under the Cruelty to Animals Act 1849, 5. 2 (see Cr.




