
julYX1,I88 5.] CANADA LAW JOURNAL. 251

REÇENT E-NGLIsH DEÇisioçS.

the Judicature Act. The question wvas (i i Ex. 704), the Court held that no sub-

whether the plaintiff who had succeeded stantial grievance beyond the *entry and

Was entitled to recover full costs from the seizure of the goods having been sustained

defendant) or merely pauper costs, ,.e., by the third party in reýpect of the tres-

costs Out Of pooket and of wjtnesses, and pass to the land, the sheriff was entitled

1 the Court 'determined that only pauper to protection from action in respect of

Costs Nvere, under the Rules, flow recover- such trespass.
able 'alt1hough it had formeriy been the DAmÂGEs-NEGLECT 01P COM1'ANY TO REOISTER

P)ractice in Chancery to award "ldives' TRANSPER OF SHÂBES.

Stsif such a case. The next case which we corne to is that

UIider our Rule 428 the whole question of Skinner v. Plie City of London Marine

ofCosts seems to be left, subject to the Insitrance Corporation (14 Q. B. D. 882),

ex'cePtions mentioned in that Rule, to the in which the plaintiff claimed to recover

discr1etio Of the judge. damnages against the defendants for not

~IILAEtBT SHERIFF - MONET« PAID TO SHERTFP registering a transfer of shares made by

VND)EEi PROTEST TO IIELEASE 000DB. the plaintiff. The transfer on its face pur-

Trhe next case, Smnitht v. Critclzfield (14 ported to be made in consideration of five

Il D. 873), is a decision of the Court shiillings, but the transferee had agreed

Of Appeai on a question of interpleader that the shares should be taken at their

1aw.' A sheriff had seized, on a third per- market value on the day of the registra-

so) land, certain goods as the property tion of the transfer, in reduction of a debt

Of the execution debtor ; the person on due by the plaintiff to the transferee, but

WýhOse- land the goods were seized claimned this agreement wvas not communicated to

then-t as his own, and under protest paid the defendants. For eighteen months the

the~ anmount to be levied to the sheriff in defendants wrongfi.illy refused to register

Order to release the goods from execution, the transfer. In the meantinie the value of

aIrld the question was whether the sheriff the shares depreciated, and the plaintiff

eould interplead as to the money s0 paid claimed to recover as damages the loss

aId whether he was entitled to pro- occasioned by the depreciation of the

telarldfrom any action for trespass on shares; but the Court held that the plain-

th adon which the goods were seized. tiff was only entitled to nominal damiages.

Ord. 57, r. i, provides "lthat relief by Brett, M.R., held that the company were

WýaY Of interpleader rnay be granited xvhere only hiable to such damages as would resuit

the apNlicant is a sheriff or ot her officer from an ordinary contract by a seller of

hag~with the execution of process by registered shares of a Company, and that

Ir Uider the authority of the High Court, contract he defined to be "lthat the seller

and" a claim is made to any money, goods, shaîl execute a valid transfer of the shares

? chattels taken, or intended to be taken, and hand the same over to the transferee,

Iex-ecution under any process, or to the and so do ail that is necessary to enable

Proceeds or value of any such goods or the transferee to insist with the Company
Ch attels, by any person other than the on his right to be registered a member in

Person against whom the process issued. respect of such shares; " and Baggallay,

court held that the moneyfin ques- L.J., thus stated the damages which would

'Came within the terms of ' money probably be the resuit of such refusal to

tknin execution,' and therefore that the register: "lThe plaintiff, by reason of his

0fheriff was entitled to interplead in respect naermiio nthe regse fmm

Ot;and following Winter v. BartholOpnew bers might become liable for caîls after-


