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the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed
this decision, and expressed their disapproval of cases, imparfectly
reported in the Weekly Notes being relied on as authorities,
especially when opposed to reported cases. The fact that the
fuiid had been severed from the rest of the testator's persanal
-estate was held to carry the interest accruing between the death
of the tenant for life and the vesting in the remainderman.

Co~iPANVExEI'IIS' RHOiTioR-D.BEN-u RE-HOUIERS-FLOATNr. SF.CU ;ýit --
SALR 0F flOODS TNDER EXRCUTION STAVRI) 11Y DEPOSIT OF M.ONEY.

In Taiuntont v. Ske,'iff of WVarwickshire, (1895/) 2 Ch. .3g
the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lapes, and Kay, L.JI.) hold
that where a sale of the goods of a company under execution is
stayed, by the deposit with the sherjiff of a q,;m sufficient to sat-
isfv the execution by persons clairning the goods under a lien
created by debentures of which they were holders, and in whose
favour a receiver had been appointed, and which deposi-
accompanied by a notice of their claim and a protest against the
goods being sold under the execution, they, the debenture.
holders, and not the execution creditor, are entitled ta the money
so deposited, on the debenture-holders subsequently establishing
their claim ta the goods seized.

P'HIVATE COMNPA,*Y-ONE-MNAii ('0MPIANY-Liii-ED i.IABILITY-SOLE TRADP.R-

WISmM;1!-1IAIITV TO INDEMNIFY COMPANY IN RESPECT 0F I>EHTS.

I3rodcrip v. Salonien, (1895) 2 Ch- 3i3; 12 R. Aug. 89, is an
illustration of the failure of an attempt ta pervert the law relat-
ing ta joint stock companies. The defendant, being a salvent
trader, and being desirous of carrying on his business with lim.
ited liability, caused a limited company ta be registered with a
nominal capital Of £40,00o in £i shares. The memorandumn
was subscribed by hiniseif, wife, and five children, for seven
shares in ail. Twenty thousand pounds were allotted ta the de-
fendant, but no other shares except the above 20,007 were ever
taken. Debentures forming a floating security on the capital
were issued ta the defondant in paynteÎIt of the arnount for which
he purported ta seil the business ta the company. The busines3
wvent on under the management of the deferidarit as managing
director for a few months, when a compulsory order for winding
up was made. Williams, J., held that, under these circum-
stances, the company was a mere nominee of the defendant, and


