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that would be sufficient, to pea the property even though the
payment were flot actually made until after the voyage had com-
nienced and in such cases the goods were flot liable to condemn&
tion. It was aloo clahned on behaif of the Crown that under Art.
12 of the Declaration of Paris enezny goods carried under a neutral
flag were liable, to condemnation even if thiey were not contraband;
but the learned Premident, was of the opinion that under that
article the goods of an e--emy were protected froin seimnre when
carried in a neutral vessel provided they have flot an enemy
destination. Hie also held. that where a cargo haî been seied and
eold before condernnation, and the proceeds are subsequently
released to the clai-mants therecf, the Crowu is -iot as a rule
liable to pay interest on the proceeds.

COMPANY-WINDING-UP?-SIZURn BY IIHERIFF BEFOEE, PnrESNTA-
TION 0F rîÉTITION-RENT PAID TO LANDLORD BY 5HERIFP--
LANDLORD AND TEiNANT ACT, 1709(8 ANNE, C. 14), s. 1. (R.S.O.
C. 155), S. 55.--COMP!rIES ACT, 1908 (8 EDW. 7 c. 69), ss. '39,
140, 142, 21 l.--(WlNm)Nc>-Up Aar R.S.C. c. 144, se. 5, 18, 1
The British Salicyates Lid. (1919) 2 Ch. 155. This was a suwx-

mary application by the liquidator of a company to compel a
Sheriff to pay over the rent which he had paid to .9, 1 dlord in
the followÏng circurustances: Prior to the presentp' n of the
petition to wind Up the company a wriTt had been lý.aed in the
Sheriff's hands against the company under which he had made a
seizure of the company's property; after the presentation of the
petition an application was muade to the Court to stay the execution,
which was refused; the Sherjiff thereupon sold the goodà seized,

Ying one year's arrcars of rent as provided by 8 Mnne, c. 14, s.sn ou1ftepoed adtedimo h ~dodfo xe
(1.S.0. c. 155, s. 55) and after deducting the arnount of the plain-

5 tiffe' debt and costs, handed the balauce to the liquidator. Ast-
bury, J., held that the Sherliff had properly mnade the pay ment tb
the landiord and rejected 4'ie application of the liquidator.

SyrprLEFMNT-LiFE POLICY--COVENANT BY ituaBAND--LAPar or
POLICT THROUGH RUSBAOND'5 DEFAUILT-flIGHiT 0F TRIUOTEES
TO IMPOtINI:IRUSBANID'g INTEREST.[ IaInre Jewell (1919)>2 Ch. 161. B> nri~ settiement whereby

the property of husband and wife were settled, a policy was aaeigned
by the husband to trustees on the trusts of the settieruent and the
huzband covenanted to keep it in force. Owing to the husband'si defalt the policy lapsed. The settlen-ent expressly provided


