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Forsier v. G/owscr, (1897) 2 Q.B. 362, wvas an interpleader
proceeding by a sherliff, in which the goods were claimed by a
chattel mortgagee whose security was flot due, and whichi bore
a high rate of interest. A Judge (Grantham, J.) in pursu-
ance of the power conferred by Ord. lvii. r. 1 2 (Ont. Rule 1, 1 12)

directed a sale of the goods in question, and the application
of the proceeds in discharge of the chattel rnortgage, though
it was not due, and without inaking anv allowance to the
rnortgagee in respect of the additional intcrcst Nvhjc'h would
have accrued had the debt flot been paid off hefore the day
appointcd for payment. Froin this order the inortgagce
appealed, but the nlajority of the Court of Appeal (Lord
Esher, M.R., and Smnith, L.. were of the opinion that in
exercising jitrisdictioil under the Rule in question the ju<lge
wvas not limited by the riles of equity and bad a discretion
to makze the orcler hie did, which under the circuinstances the-%
considercd to be proper. Rigby. L.1., howeve(-r, dissented.
Ilc is probably risyht in principle, but then the rate of interest
.ças 6o per cent., and this is possibly an instance of a bard
case making bad law.

DISOOVERY-ROUCTION- .CROWN, RI(;IIT OF. To 1)ISCo\ERNY.

~1louc.Gu'a/v. Nwatc(1897), 2 Q.B. 384, Nwas an
information by the Attorney-General on behaif of the crown
against a municipal corporation in which the rights of the
crown to (liscovery are cliscussed. Apart froin certain tech-
nical points of practice to which it is flot necessarv here to
refer, the Court of Appeal (Lopes and Rigby, L.JJ.) on
appeal froin WiIls, J., decided that thc crown is entitled to
the saine rights of discovery froin a subject which any ordi-
nary litigants have against each other, but the subject has
flot the saine right of discovery as against the crown; and
furthermore that the crown in virtue of its righit to discovery
was entitled to the production of documents which might
tend to show that the defendants had not the absolute right


