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}mki"S, 18 Q.B.D., 451, because it was virtually setting up the jus tertii of tbe
:T'lortgagee; but it was held by Mathew and Wills, JJ., that the case was d.xs.
tmgmshable from Richards v. Fenkins, because the claimant had a substant.xal in-
eTest in the goods, viz., all the property in them which was not vested in the

;l;lortgagee, whereas in Richards v. Jenkins the claimant had no title whatever to
e
8oods

RACTICE\INTERPLEADER-—SHARES*CHOSE IN ACTION—ORD. LVII.,, R. 1. (ONT. RULE 1141).

RObinson v. Fenkins, 24 Q.B.D., 275, was an appeal from Loxjd Coleridge,.C.J.,
athew, J,, staying proceedings pending the trial of an mterpleader. lssutii

€ the following circumstances. The plaintiff, claiming to be the reglster'e
by Prietor of certain sharesin a joint stock company, employeq the defendantst ;S
¢ OKers to sell the shares for him, and, for that purpose d'ellvered to them the
o Cate of ownership and a transfer of the shares from himself to the defend-
defs. He alleged that he had rescinded the employment,. and claimed that the
‘Ndants giq not return the documents, and the action was brought for a
d:c Aration that the plaintiff was entitled to the shares, and to compel the iefeg-
anr. 1O return the certificate and transfer. The defendants, on the ot.her and,
Plied for an interpleader order, on the ground that they claimed no interest in
th? Shares, but that the same were claimed from them by one Bebro, allld tha(:

Eey Xpected to be sued by him for their recovery. The Court of Appea (bor
riSher’ M-R., and Fry, L.].) were of opinion that the interpleader order hz_ld een
rngh(tly 8ranted, that although Bebro’s claim was to the sh'ares, yet that. his clau;x;
in“ls t €taken to be to everything necessary for their en_]oyment, which Zvou d
ac:_llde the documents, and they were also of opinion that in any case a chose zd

t " is o chattel within the meaning of Rule lvii., r. 1 (Ont. Rule 1141), an

“Tefore the subject of interpleader.

pR“CTh

UPTCY—
E\ATTACHMENT OF DEBTS—DIVIDEND PAYABLE BY OFFICIAL RECEIVER IN BANKR
b

I BT ATTACHABLE—ORD. v., R. 1, (ONT. RULE 622.) O.B. Divi

v M Pyoys v. , 2 .B.D., 281, a Divisional Court of_t.he .B. Divi-
zlon (Lorq Coleggegi ‘i’é . Jjagd Mathew, J.) determined that a dividend pay_'a}ll)’le
Ora official receiver in bankruptcy is not a debt which can be attached w; 1ln
Xlv, ¢, ¢ (Ont. Rule 622). We may observe, howeyer, that the Ont. : ute
be 'S Wider in its terms than the English rule, and per'mlts debts or dernasn sh o
‘de a tacheq which could be reached by means of equitable exgcutlon. utc' na’
ang d as the one in question could no doubt be reached by equitable execution,
therefore in Ontario might be attached.

H“ OF THE
s C°R"US~Issus OF WRIT AGAINST A PERSON WHO HAS NO LONGER THE cvsrolr:;'u“ -
“ERsoy DETAINED—ILLEGALLY PARTING WITH THE CUSTODY OF INFANT—IMPOSS

%BEvING WRIT,
Vet In the Case of the Queen v. Barnardo (Gossage's case), 24 Q.B.P:, 283, ﬁ:;
Wheran philanthropist, Dr. Barnardo, is again the somewhat unwilling mea
ereby the Court of Appeal s enabled to throw light on the law of Habeas Corpus.




