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MEUT! FIRm-G00DS BEIPPED ERFE WAR-REaBNiRVÂTION
0W XIGUIS Or NIUqjBMAL PARTNRR.

The ÂngIoMe«an (1918> A.C. 422. This was also an
appeal in a prise caue from the deoidion of Evans, ?'2 .D. A
firin having branches in. Germany, Englazxd and Aneri LuZd a

x- partuer Germn born, but naturalized ini the United States aud
àiý reident there. The American branch of the firm had, before the

war, sbipped goods from the United States to the Germnan brandi,
and whiJe on their way war broke out, and the ship and cargo
were seized as prise. The partner in the United States clairned a
one-fifth share of the cargo, but up to the tinie of the hearing had
taken no step to dissociate himseif froni the firm, and that being
the case, the Judicia Committee of the ?rivy Council (Lords
Parker, Suminer and Wrenbury, and Sir A. eChannteli) held that his
share was confiscable anmd should have been condemned anmd the

X',' deciuion of Evans; P.P.D., to the contrary, was therefore reversed.

PRZIsZ COURr-GOMMERCIAL DOMICILE-BRANCH1 0F NEUTRAL
COMPANiY IN ENREMY coluNTRY-Go0Ds sBRipppE FROM ExpMY
COtTNTRY 'BEFORE WAlB-PUJRCHASE FOR BRANCH- IN ALLIEI)

,e COtTNTY.

The Lutzow (1918) A.C. 435. This was an appeal froni a
Prise Court in Egypt. The facte were that an Arner.can cornpany
having branches ini Germany and Japax had prior to the war, at
the instance of its Japanese branch, sent an order for the pur-
clisse of aniline dyes to its German branch. The goods lad been
purchas d and shipped prior to war and were seised en route
sfter wsr broke out. The Judicial Comznittee of the Privy Council

Ïý (Lords Parker, Sumner and Wrenbury, and Sirs S. E ,,ns and A.
Channeil) held that in these circunistances the goodi were not
confiscable as prise.

PRIlE COuwI'1-NERu1L VESSEIL--CONTRABAND CARGO--COAL
INTENDE]) FOR ENEmy CRuis5EBS-ABANDONMIDNT 0F VOYAGE--
SALE 0P CARGO IN NEUITRAL COUJNTP.Y--CAPURE 0F VESSEL
ON RETUEN VOYAGII-DEcLARATioN o *LosNDoN, AnTs 38,
48--ORDES-N-COTNCIL, AtXGUST 20 ANI) OcToSsim 29,1914.

T'he Muira (1918> A.C. 444. This was an appeal from the
cc,~ cdecision of Evans, P.P.D. (1916), P. 131 (noted atite, vol. 52, p.

'-c~ c354). The facts were that the vessel in question was Dutol and
had been chartered to carry a cargo of coal ostensibly to Buenos


