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whether the will passed the estate, which vested in her absolutely on her husband's
ýeath ? lKay, J.-, held th e wilt eioperative as to this estate, and the Court,

~ ppeal (Cotton, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed his decision. It was

ý'itdthat, as the testatrix survived her husband, the will made in his lifetime

properative, unless under the Act she acquired the power of disposing of the
Prprty as eparate property. This the Court held she did not, because the Act
'ýYrnakes Property acquired after its passage separate property, whereas the

"ght the property in question was acquired in 1863.

PRACTCE-TimE FOR APPEALING-INTERLOCUTORY IZINAL ORDER.

thley c .Ltan 3 h.. 3 is useful for the expression of opinion of

~ ourt of Appeal as to what is an diinterlocutory " as distinguished from a

&le rdr In this case the plaintiff's action having been dismissed with costs,

SaPPlied for leave to set off against these costs, costs payable to him by the

tfedn,t, partly in this action, and partly in another action between the same

abi * One Green, the defendant's solicitor, claimed a lien on the costs, pay-

e 0 the defendant, for his costs in this action. .Kay, J., allowed the set off,
b regarded the costs of this action, subject to any lien Green could establish

tfok the taxing officer. Green appealed, and the preliminaryobetnwa
"I th it the appeal was out of time, the order being merely interlocutorY, and

tecourt of Appeal (Cotton and Fry, L.JJ.) held that it was interlocutorY. Fy,

;a.d' Sbvs dithat where a final judgmrent has been pronounced in an action,

1 *gt sequent1ly an order has been obtained for the purpose of working out the

1 givenby the final judgment, that order has always been deemed, and

'tY eerned, to be interlocutory."

C114RITY-Mr)RTMAIN-INTERESTý IN LAND-B0ND)s 0F HARBOUR TRUsTEEs-9q GEO. 2, C. 36.

(Jur of ,Buckley v. Royal National Lifeboat Institution, 43 Chy.D., 27, the
ýert oAppeal (Lord Coleridge, C.JJ., and Cotton and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the

eSI of North, J., that certain bonds issued by harbour trustees, and which

~te8tituted specific mortgages of a share of the bridge tolîs and rates leviable under

Pasfin croainfth harbour, were (as the bridge toîls were paid for

frr O ver bridges on the land of the trustees) an interest in land, and, there-
th~ ,W1ere irnpure personalty within the Mortmain Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 36); and

V refoire abequest of them for charity was void, although it might, under Turner
ton

do'C., & D. Railway Go., 2 Chy.D., 201, have been otherwise, had the

arnounted to a mortgage of the whole undertaking.

0LiMITATIONS-CHARGE OF DEBTS ON LAND-DEBT BARRIED ASTO PERSONALTY, BUT

?0 5AGAINST REALTY-ADVERTISEMENTS FOR CRLDITORS-ÇREDITOR SENDING IN CLAIM NQT

ItQUîVALENT TO BRINGING ACTION.

tStePhens, Warburton v. Stephens,4ChD. shows that in England

£; testator. has charged his debts upon his* lands, that although a creditor's

th May be barred as against the personal estate, atrtelpeo i er
e tilTie the debt became due, it will not be barred as agaiflst the rcalty


