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RE VIE W OP CURREN12 EN.GLLSH CASES.
(&gitered in accordanc wulh the Copyrighit Act.)

FonmEIO JUDGMENT-E NOncEmExT--FIXÀL JUDGmENT-APPEAL
-JUDOMENT IN CRIMINAL PROCEEDINO.

Hrrop v. Rarrop (1920) 3 N.B. 386. This was an action on a
foreign juugment and the case turned on the point whether it
could be regardad as a final judg.nent. The judgment in question
was recorded in the Stat., of Perak in these circumstances. By
the lav of that State, if any persan neglects or refuses ta maintain
hie wvife or child, a magistrate, inay order him ta make hier a
monthly allowance, and if lie disobeys the order may by warrant
direct the arnount ta be levied in the manner provided by law for
levving fines, or may sentence hm ta irnprisonnient; and on the
application of a pei-san in whose favour such an arder ie mnade, on
proof of change of circumstances of such persan or hie wife or
child rnav rnake such alteratian in the a.llowances ordered as hie
znay think fit. By the judgrnent of a judicial Cominmssioner af
Perak dated December l3th, 1916, which affirmed ivith a variation
an order made býy a magistrate in pursuance of the law above
mentioned, it was adjudged that the defendant should pay ta the
plaintiff, hie wife, as fi-am August Vth, 1916, arertain suin perm.enth
for the maintenance of the plaintiff and a child of the marriage.
In October, 1916, the parties having corne ta England,. the plaintiff
brought the present action, claiming five rnonthly payments
alleged ta be due under the judgment af the Judicial Commissioner.
Mr. Justice Sankey, wha tried the action, held that it tyas nat a
final and conclusive judgmnent within. the dotrine of English law,
which enables judgmnents of foreign Courts ta be enforced ini
England, and therefore that the plaintiff could not recaver. Its
want of finality being in the opinion af the learned Judge due ta

~ the fact that it cauld not be enforced without a f urther.applicatian
to the Court which pronounced it, and on ouch -, Aication awing
toa«ltered circumstances was liable ta be changed.

AcTION FOR DECLARATION-PU3LIC OFFICER SUED) AS AN INDIVIDUAL
-CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION OUJT 0F PUBLIC FUNDS.

Bombay &Per&ia Stearn Navigation Co. v. Modloy (1920) 3
K.B. 402. This wus an action against the defendant who, was
l. M. Controller of Shipping. By orders of the defendant law-

fuhly given a vessel belonging ta the plaintifsé wai diverted frorn


