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1830,

:lv:;t}:]er the will passed the estate, which vested in her abgo‘.utely on her husbémd’i

of A i Kay, J., held the will to be inoperative as to this e:state, .ax}d the Court,

ad .PPeal (Cotton, Bowen, and Fry, L.J]J.) affirmed l:llS decision. ?t was

w m{tted that, as the testatrix survived her husband, the will made. in hl.S lee;u;xle

pr: 'NOperative, unless under the Act she acquired the power of disposing o 2 i
Perty ag separate property. This the Court held she did not, because the ;,:

“ig}): Makes property acquired after its passage separate property, whereas the
t to the Property in question was acquired in 1863.

PRACTICE—TIME FOR APPEALING—INTERLOCUTORY FINAL ORDER.

Vakey Latham, 43 Chy.D., 23, is useful for the expression of opmflon of
ha) ourt of Appeal as to what is an “ interlocutory ”’ as d.lStlf]gUIShe.dh ror:tsa
&a order. In this case the plaintiff’s action having been dismissed }vlv.lt l;:othé ‘

defepp lied for leave to set off against these costs, costs Payable to 131) . }slame
Dartpdant’ Partly in this action, and partly 1n anotper action betw;en -
ableles. One Green, the defendant’s solicitor, claimed a lien on t Z (t:gs 5; tpoﬂ
byt at © the defendant, for his costs in this action. Ka:y, J., allowe 1 :stablisl;
bef, S regarded the costs of this action, subject to any lien Green co

i imi jection was
take € the taxing officer. Green appealed, and the preliminary objectio

th D that the appeal was out of time, the order being merel)f interlocutory, I'?nd
L; ourt of Appeal (Cotton and Fry, L.]JJ.) held that it was interlocutory. t'(:r}x”
&r; “ °bserves, “that where a final judgment has been pronounced in an action,

o S“bsequently an order has been obtained for the purpose of working O(lilt t:s
rights given by the final judgment, that order has always been deemed, a
ly €emed, to be interlocutory.”

c. 36.'
CH“‘TY—MORTMMN_INTERgsr‘ IN LAND—BONDS OF HARBOUR TRUSTEES—9 GEO. 2, C. 3

Inre David, Buckley v. Royal National Lifeboat Institution, 43 Chy.D., 27, the
:cu.rf of Appea’xl (Lordy Coleri.}c)ige, C.]]J., and Cotton and Fry, L.JJ) afﬁrgledh;:;
QonlSl-on of North, J., that certain bonds issued by harbour trustees, 'a?) lev::nder
the “ituteq specific mortgages of a share of the bridge tolls‘and rates levia e
asgi of inCOrporation of the harbour, were (as th_e bndge‘ tolls ;versdp o
er'e g over bridges on the land of the trustees) an interest in land, a 6). ere
the : ere impure personalty within the Mortmain Act '(g Qeo. 2, c(.i 3r %urner
v, Tefore 5 bequest of them for charity was void, although it might, un ehad e
hOn:ndoni C. & D. Railway Co., 2 Chy.D., 201, have been otherwise,

$ amounted to a mortgage of the whole undertaking.

Sny ot
TUTE o LIMITATIONS—CHARGE OF DEBTS ON LAND—DEBT BARRED " 'T‘;ISERTSN:LL;: :0"'
:OT A8 AGAINST REALTY—ADVERTISEMENTS FOR CREDITORS—CREDITOR SEN
; SUIVALENT To BRINGING ACTION. hat in England
i en
whé: " Stephens, Warburton v. Stephens, 43 Chy.D., 39, shOW; t ah a credgirtor’s
cl&ime 3 testator hag charged his debts upon his lands, that ?tllt I(Zlugse of six years
ba . e
f"Qm May be barred as against the personal estate, after 1%

€ time the debt became due, it will not be barred as against the realty




