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. RecENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

\

Tht‘- Queen’s Bench Division held the
Plaintiffs entitled to succeed, and the
Court of Appeal affirmed the decision.

Ramway COMPANY—FROPERTY PROTECTED FROM
EXBCUTION.

In the Great Northern Railway Co. v.
Tahourdin, 13 Q. B. D. 320, the Court of
A1')Pe:=ll held that the protection against
Seizure in execution afforded by the Im-
Perial Railway Companies’ Act, 1867,
88. 3, 4, applies to railway plant of every
Company constituted by statute for the
Purpose of constructing or working a rail-
’Wa.y, even although the railway is merely
2 subordinate and ancillary part of the
Undertaking authorized by the statute.

BURNING DEAD BODY, TO PREVENT INQUEST,

The Crown case of Queen v. Stephenson,
13 Q. B. D. 331, is deserving of notice.
One of the prisoners had given birth to a
¢hild, which subsequently died under cir-
Cumstances giving rise to suspicion, justi-
fying the holding of an’inquest, of the
Intention to hold which, the prisoners
Were notified; and they thereafter sur-
Teptitiously removed the body and burnt
. The prisoners were found guilty of a
Misdemeanor, and the Court now affirmed
the conviction.

WILL OF ALIEN—MODF OF BXECUTION.

The only case in the August number of

¢ Probate Division which seems worth
Teferring to is that of Bloxam v. Favre,
S.P . D. 130, in which the validity of a
¥ill made by an alien came in qlestion.

¥ the Imperial Naturalization Act, 1870,
8 2., it is provided that:—Real and
Personal property of every description
May pe taken, acquired, held and disposed
% by an alien in the same manner in all
TeSpects as by a natural born British sub-
Ject.” By Imperial Act, 24 & 25 Vict.
& I14:—«Every will made out of the
‘ Dited Kingdom by a British subject
Whatever may be the domicile of such
Person at the time of making the same, or

at the time of his or her death,) shall as re»
gards personal estate be held to be well ex-
ecuted for the purpose of being admitted in
England to probate, it the same be made

.according to the forms required either by

the law of the place where the same was
made, or by the law of the place where
such person was domiciled when the same
was made, or by the laws then in force in_
that part of Her Majesty’s dominions
where he had his domicile of origin.”

The will in question was made abroad
by an alien, and executed according to the
forms required by English law, but not in
the manner required by the law of the
country of the testatrix’s domicile. Her
domicile of origin was English.

Cotton, L.]., said :—* The object of the
Act of 1870 was to remove disabilities of
aliens with regard to real property. Ac-
cording to the common law they could
acquire property in England by purchase,
but could not.hold it against the Crown.
The present Act enables them to hold it
against the Crown, and to dispose of it.
The words “in the same manner in all
respects as by a natural born British sub-
ject ” occasion some difficulty, but looking
at the object of the Act, I think we ought
not to construe them asintended to confer
upon aliens particular priviléges given by
a former statute to British subjects.” The
judgment of Hannen, P.P.D., was af-
firmed.

The September numbers of the Law
Reports comprise 26 Ch. D. pp. 605-692;
13 Q. B. D. pp: 337-504, and g P. D.
pp. 149-181.

INTERPLEADER—SHERIFF'S FEES—POSSESSION MONEY.

The first case we propose to notice is
that of Smith v. Darlow, 26 Ch. D. 603
C. A., in which two points of practice

"were decided by the Court of Appeal,

The order appealed from was made upon
an interpleader application by a sheriff,
It barred the claimant, directed the pro-




