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nephews" A.B., R.L., and W.11., to be exeeutors and trustees of
the will, and 8he thereby gave ail lier residuary estate upon trust
for division "between my nephews and nieees living at the date
of my decease." Two of the nepiîews namnei as executors and
tru8tees were nephewg of her first husband, the other wa.s h'p:
own nephew. The question was whether, in these circumstajes,
nephews and nieces by marriage were included in the residuary
bequcat. -Sargant, J., camne to the conclusion that only nephews
and nieces by --onsanguinity took, a-'d that flot even the two
trustees, vho were only -nephews by marriage, were included.
The leari dl judge considered the ease, to a great extent, one of
first impression.

I NTERNATIONAXL LA.w-DIPLOM.ATIC AGENT-PRIVILEGE FROI ,!-IT

-A I'ER.XCE-AI ER-iPLM AICPRIVILEGFs ACT, 17 >
(7 nci. 12)-AtDITOR--LIîAaxLIrï 0F .WDITOR-lILTRA

VIRE'S PAYMENTS.
In re Rcpublic of BolUvia Exploiraliont Syiidicate (1914) 1

Chb. 139. lit titis case two points arose. The first wvas on a ques-
tion of privilege. Titis wa.s ant application hy a liquidator in

awinding up proceeding. One of the parties. who bad been
suiiimoned. wvas the seeretary of the IPeriivian Legration. 01i

beiiig served with thé, mininions lie had entered iiu unconditional
alppoaranee, 'but on the return of the summiiions it w-a objected
on bis belbaif that 1w was~ entitled to dFploîatie privilege front
sitit. The liquidator admitted thüt the privilege, existedl, but

î'oteidedthat 1).v the unýoiiditionial appearauce it had been
waived. Astbury, J., held that under the Diplomatie Privi,'ices
AQt (7 Anue. eh. 12), the defendant wvas entitled to the privi-
lege claimcd, and that the entry of thie apç daranee wvas not a

waî erlealse having regard to the defîenda' tt heing a foreigneor
jlie eoild îîot be proîîîîîed to k-now thiat thé,e ntry of the' appear-

ance( WvoUld ho a wàiver, and because 1we doubted wvhether a suit-
ordinate sere rvould waive the, priviloge even i f lié desi reul to
(i0 so. witliûnt the sanction of bis sovercign. We itwy note, that
the Statute 7 Aunme. eh. IL, t.bougi) not inclîided ini 1?.-.. l1ý97,
vol. 3, is. lievert heless, probably operative, in Ontario and ail
ctber part., of the Emîpire, O (l t other hranieh of the casv, as to
the Iiability 0f auditors, the fwcts w~ere tlîat by th(> eoitnpanyv's
Ine1norantlulh of amiiai~î~n a rosolntion of the hotard of

directors a ommisKsion for plaeing shares of the comtpaly was
atnthorized, and the a(1rsin reliance on titis menmorandutm

amolli,


