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with a deriàl of liability, if the plaintif! does not accept the money
paid in, but procceds to a trial and recovers less tl.&n t1iq amount
paid in, hie shalh not be entitled to the cost8 of the issue of Iiability.
The prescrit action wtos brought to recover damages for personal
injuries caused by negligence of the defendants. The defendants
(Ienied liability, and paid inito Court a suin of money in satisfac-
tion, this the ,!a-intiff refused to accept, and proceeded to trial,
and establishei~ the negligence, but failed to recover as much as
the arnount paid in; Laurence, J., who, tried the action, gave the
defendant his costs of the action subsequent to the payment into
Court, but the Court of Appeal (Eady, Phillimore and Bankes,
L.JJ.) held that there was no jurisdiction under the above mention-
cd Rule to order the plaintiff to puy the costs of the issue on which
lie had sueeded, and the order as to costs wvas modified accord-
ingly.

ALI EN-N AT'RALIZ A,ïT0-PRIVY COIU1NCILLOu - REPEAL BY
INIPLICATIoN-ACT 0F SEI'TLEMENT 1700 (12-13 W. 3, c. 2)
s. 3-NATI.RALIZATIoN ACT 1870 (33-34 VICT. Ç. 14) s. 7--
BRITIýS1 NA'rIONALITY AND STATUS OF ALIENS ACT 1914
(4-5 GEORGE V. c. 17) s. 3.

The King v. Speycr (1916) 2 N.B. 858. Iu this case the
question was whcther a forcîgner naturalized under the Naturali-
zation Art 1870 (K, J4 Viet. c. 14) was competent to be a Privy

Coîeiloror ivhcthcr t1he prohibitory s'-ction of the Act of
(1tlncff12-13W. 3, c. 2) s. 3 was still in force. The Divisional

Court (1916) 1 [(B. 595 field that the prohibition in the Act of
Settlement had been impliedly repeaicd and therefore that an
.Mien naturàlized under the Naturalization Act of 1870 was now
vomipetcnt to be a Privy L'ouncillor, and this decision is now
afirined by the Court of Appeal (Eady, Phihlirnore and Bankes,

1)II0TOGIZAPII---IIIT11 TO TAKE PHO'IOGRAMIS IN EXI:IBITION
OPEN 'f0 PUBLIC.

Sports & Gencral P>ress ,Itleiiy v. "Our Doqs' Co. (1916) 2
K.B. 880. The 1)ronoters of a dog show. to which the publie
wcre adlmtted l)y ticket, purportcd, to assîgn to the plaintiffs
tlic sole righit to take photogr.aphs of tlic exhibits, and thîs action
xvns hirouglit to restrain the defendants froni infringing this
alleged righit l)y publishiutg photographs t.hev liad taken ut the
Show of imals exhibited thercat. Thle tickets of admission


