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case sued the defendant, her hueband, for the reeovery of cer-
~ tain chattels, whieh by marriage settiement had been assigned

by the defendant to trustees «"upon trust to allow the 8ame to
bc used by" the plaintiff. The defendant took the objection that

the trustees were necessary parties, but Shearnian, J., overruled
i the objection. To say that a cestui que trust may sue in respect

of the trust estate without joining the trustee appears to bc a
new departure.
PRCACTCE-SET-OFF OF COSTS IN SEPARÂTE ACTIONS--SOLICITOR'S

LIE-N-(ONT. RuLE 666).

leid v. Ciipper (1915) 2 K.B. 147. In this case the Court of
Appeal (Buekley. Philinore, and Pirkford. L.JJ., hold, affirn-pi ing Serutton, J.. that notwithstanding the decision of David v.
Rc(9).2KB35.wihclthtudrEgRue99set-off of eosts in separate actions could not be ord-red to the pre-
judice of the solicitor's lien. yet that the Court had, under its
equitable jurisdiction prior t0 1853. a diseretion to make suclir i.Ii order. It fliay bc rernarkcd that thc Ont. Ritle 666 expressly
prohibits sueh a set-off. and in view of Ritlc 2 if would îîot seecm
that this case would be of myII aufhoritY in Ontario.

PR.ACTICE-INTERPLEADE1.R-RTiGHT 0F CEA1IANT TO RELY ON TITLE

OTHER TIIAN TZUÂT SET U-P ON APPLICATION FOR ISE

Flude v. Goldberg (1915) 2 K.B. 157. This ivas an inter-
pleader issue to try the right to goods seized in exeeution under
a judgnient against one of two partiners-aîîd whieh Welre
clairncd by the other partner as his propernv. Anl îSsie had
beeîî ordered to fry this question. At the trial of the issue it

K appeared by the evidence that flic goods were the property of the
Inartiîership and the question ivas whether the claiîniît ('ould
relv on this tille. haviîur failed 10 establish his separate dlaim.
The issoue 'vas tri(d in the (ounty Court and judginent given ini
favour of the exceution ereditors, but on appeal, the Divisional
Court ( Ridley, and Lawrence. JJ.). hehil that this was wrong.
Ridlcvý. J.. ýsavsp "'lu mv. op)inion. the faet of hi.s hi.ving clairncd
îîndcî aj titkc which he was found îîot to bave, did îîot estolp
Iimii froîn relying on a titie which lie was fonind 10 have as against
the -xecution eredîtors who had no0 title iit aiil.

(ERTIOn.NRI-CROWN oFFicE. II-T m -ImiT L.411> DmWN DY

RT-LE-RI'rf NOT 11INDING ON CROW:N.

lu1 The hhig v. Amnirwt (1915) 2 K.B. 276, the onuri of Ail-


