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tns 8 Q.B.D., 451, because it was virtually setting up the jus tertii of the
1rtgagee; but it was held by Mathew and Wills, JJ., that the case was dis-

terg'lihable from Richards v. 7enkins, because the claimant had a substantial in-
~t"" ihe oods, viz., all the property i hmwc asnot vetedin the

PR&ýC TÇEINTERLAE-HRS-CH IN ACTION-ORD. LVII., R. I. (ONT. .RULE 1141).

1ýoMitsonwv. Yekls, 24 Q. B.D., 275, was an appeal from Lord Coleridge, C.J.,
ý'd e ,J. staying proceedings pending the trial of an interpleader issue,

Utdrthe following circumstances. The plaintiff, claiming to be the registered
broPretor of certain shares in a joint stock company, employed the defendants asbrkrs to seli the shares for him, and for that purpose delivered to them. theCertificate f ownership and a transfer of the shares from himself to the defend-

ýl.1 e alleged that he had rescinded the employment, and claimed that the
decla aIlts did flot return the documents, and the action was brought for a

dcaýtion1 that the plaintiff was entitled to the shares, and to compel the defen-
"*hs t return the certificate and transfer. The defendants, on the other hand,qPPlie for an interpîeader order, on the ground that they claimed no interest inidheSae
th ae, but that the same were claimed from, them by one Bebro, and that
k Y eXpctedc to be sued by him for their recovery. The Court of Appeal (Lord
.Sher, M.R., and Fry, L. J.) were of opinion that the interpleader order had been

bihl granted, that although Bebro's dlaim, was to the shares, yet that his claim."klli be taken to be to everything necessary for the'ir enjoyment, which would
11l1e the documents, and they were also of opinion that in any case a chose in

thr sa chattel within the meaning of Rule lvii., r. i (Ont. Rule 1141), andfore the subject of interpleader.

p -4.. ATTC MET0F DEBTs-DIVIDEND PAYABLE BY OFFICIAL RECEIVER IN BANKRUPTCY-

In TACHABLE-ORD. V., R. 1, (ONT. RULE 622.)

*11 (Lordoul v. Gregory, 24 Q.B.D .., 281, a Divisional Court of the Q.B. Divi-
(Lordf Coleridge, C.j., and Mathew, J.) determined that a dividend payable

ri, XV Cial receiver in bankruptcy is not a debt which can be attached within
622l *, r. 1 (Ont. Rule 622). We may observe, however, that the Ont. Rule

be ' V'erin its terms than the English rule, and permits debts or demands to
flhdwhich could be reached by means ofequitable execution. Sucha

qrQn1as the one in question couîd no doubt be reached by equitable execution,,
Ierefore inOntario might be attached.

ASCORUS-ISU 0F WRIT AGAINST A PERSON WHO HAS NO LONGER THE CUSTODY 0F THZ

ISO DTAINED-ILLEGALLY PARTING WITH THE CUST0DY 0F INFANT-IMPOSSI13ILITY 0F
OIEIGWRIT.

hthe case of the Queen v. Barnardo (Gossage's case), 24 Q.B.D., 283, the
'Wh l Philanthropist, Dr. Barnardo, is again the somewhat unwilling mneans

.uyb- the Court of Appeal is enabled to throw light on the law of Habeas Corpus.


