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Trhe case of Richards v Jenkins, iS Q. B. D.
451, is one of some importance oit the practice
in interpisader proceedingâ by the Sheriff.
This case ba& beeu already noted wheu before
the Divisional Court (vol, 22, P. 376). The
decision novN reporteti is that of the Court of
Appeat uaffirming the Queen*s Bench Division>.
The factts 'ere simple. The claitnant hati let

the îgaad- in question for hire, andi subse-
qtuentl:y hocane bankrupt. He tiid flot inforni
the trustee ini bankruptay that ho oîvueti the

goud. andi theo hirer, in ignorance of the
bankrtiptcy, conhinti tu pay the clainuant
for thieir lîire, \V'hile ini possession of the
hiraî. the gootis were takeni in exacution iiîie,
a jutignient ligainst iru. Ai the i1uîstiîîu
%va, whether the exectitioîî cretiitor v.ouht set
til dit, righit o! the trustee iii banikrauptcv ili

ocder to defeat the claitnant. This. thei Court
of Appleal decideti ini the affirmnative, hldtinlg
thai, cven asisutiin,- the excetitiîîn dethn iras
estaîjpd froin den in g the hitle ofth clahn-im
luit bk tie g0oids. such estoppel diii imt binti
the (ý cultion cî'ediuor.

Thîîîîgh affirinig the tieciti, the Court of
Applti id fot altogether adup. the reasouning
of tht.c inrt bel'î)'. In theo latter' court the i iglit
of the exectitm creditor to set tip a pis hîrtii

is 1 iit on the grotind that as zgainset th iaiii.
anut la was tu be durîniie to ha ini pussssioi,
buit Lord Eliehr, Ni R., replidiatem thalt reiason1-

an 's uitenabile; andi the' jutItitenit of the
Cxiuru of Appeal prockets on the grotinti that
the ztiods heilg ilu possession of the executiou
dutbtm- at the tiîn of ý,3eîzire, they %vere ýhi

!ac t hit properhy, and~ the quostion inl the
îssne being whother the guods %wnre the gootis
of 'he ulaiinant a-s agaînot tbe execuition

rethr, the rliait COfflil t.oh suceeed
tlia:,s lie Ahowod :î goati titie.

CLsî~a oaîuN 5iA2rî1 oppec OPYiHo 50W A1 à

v. HMI#sa, 18 Q. K D- 471, ie, a doai-
Siun oif thei Court o! Appeal reverbîng the
judinmt of Dtînan, J_ which 've notud
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vol. .2,, p. 376. The question was whether
perron who h'id bean commltted ta gaal on a

auinary application for practiging as a
solicitor wvithout being duly qualifted, contrary
t a - Statiite, -was to b. -desn-- ortoinal
prisonor. Denman, J., held that as his iin
priRoumient hati heen ordered on a surmary
application 'vithout indictinent he wfts Dot a
criniinal prisoner; but thi; conclusion the.
Court of Apptal 'vas unable to accede to. In
the view of the Court of Appeal, the. procedttre
by which the punishtnont was awarded wvas
imatorial, The question waa governeti by the

coîîsideration whether the offence 'vas or 'vas
flot a crime, andthelb offence ini question being
une %vich wtuiht clearly have been indijatable

as a itananr and i punishable by impris-
onincnt, it Nvas held to b. a crime.

CRIMINAL lO? CÔàÀTrM1r'r tM1ir ftAWi-
k'VjîIçÇI Ot' il'nellVîo, o<sero w P11OSE'
CttTBM ANI aa

The c'ase of Vie Q.uî'sîî v. Ri.y i-, Q. B. Ii.
48i, sets zItes at qnleýtiti tîf tienca, wh'ch
NMr i. utice stelihttn lt il, dloilt in bis work
un Evideuca. I'Soe ~tpesEvitdence," art.
134J 'l'li pimi.mir was indicteti for an assainît
with initent tii committ Vape. l'lie proseriutrix

do td 1 o. an o havin ;vl n
tai ilv liat contretîion %%i db the prisonex 'vrior
to tiie audi8;ilnd a case wvas ioser'ad
on thie point o hw ler uvidenct on ilhn part of
the prismner coffld lie tui ed tui contradict
liei b:, lrovili g buch j ru o coinect ion. Mrt.
Ji utict- stulihcit laid il dumi tîtat iin stueh a
case -She prAbablr, ina'.y ha otîtitt
Thh- <'aie deterîuiîîeu dwî'îîitelv' that sui>i evi-
deiu'e is ~isbe
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Pû kcr v. Vic Lotidoiz anîd ('tnîy Bankiuig Co,
18 Q. il, 1). 515, %vas an action of detinue tu
recov'er possesiioui of Vertain 1P-russian bondî,
whicli, by thel of Germiany, woe negoti.
atile inîstrumnts, The bondis 'vere stolen
frain tlia plaintiff, andi bubsequently caine mbt
the p .iof itiia defondaîits lîona fidi'. lu
'vas held by the Court of Appeal (affirmng
A. L Smnith, J.,) that in% the, absence ut'vi
dence to show)% that âuch bonds we;'e by the
etugtoîn uf nierchants treate ti s uîegotiable in-
stritîllenùt in Auiglanti, a bcoita fide tratisferee,
thoreof coulti iot acquire at gooti hUe thercto
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