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General, being of opinion .that the rights of the Crown were affectzd,
filed an information in the H.-gh Court asking a declaratioti as to
the rights of the Crown in the premises, and' he then applied to
remnove the County Court ection 'Into 'the H-igh Court anid stay the
proceedings therein until after the hlearing of the information. The
Divisionai Court (Darling and _RidIey, JJ.) granted the application,
and the Court of Appeal (Smith and Williams, L.JJ.) upheld this
clecision, notwithstanding judgirent had been obtained in the
County Court action, the court being of opinion that the Crown had
a prerogative right to have the ac;tion removed at any stage of
the proceedings.
OltNigRUPTrCY'-" EXitCU'îoN COMPLETELY EXSCUTED "-{R.S.O. C. 147, 8. t t I

In; re Fard (iî9) i Q.B. 264, discusses the provisions of the
English Bankruptcy Act, which are somnewhat similar in effect to
R S.O. c. 147, s. i r. The contest was between the official receiver
and certain execution creditors of the bankrupt as to the right to
certain monevs received by the execution creditors on account.
The facts were shortly as follows :-On 3 ist Dec., 1898, the sheriff
levied under an execution for £8o and costs; on the 5th January,
i8qq, the debtor paid the execution creditors £4o on accoUnt and
agreed that the sheriff might re-enter in case of non-pa.yment of
the balance by instalments ; the sheriff ther, withdrew and on 14th
January, 1899, a receiving order %vas madie. The Divisional Court
(Wright and Channell, JJ.), helci that under the circumstances the
execution had flot been " completely executed " even pro tanto as
to the £40 paid, andi that the official receiver was entitied to
recover that sumn from the çxecution 'reditors.
TROIOEtl)Flto FOR PAYMENT 0F NIONEV-CONVERSION OF O-ETII.1

11N4TRLXMENT-MONEY uAD AND ie~csivED-DAmAGE8.

In Bavins v. London and S. W. Beutk (igoo) i Q.B. 27o, the
plaintiffs sueci for damages for the conversion of an order for pay-
muent of money, the proceeds of which haci been collected by the
defendants under the following circumstances, or in the alter-
native for money paid and received. The,,order in question was
received- by the plaintiffs from a -ompany and was directed to
the company's bankers, and directe-. the payment of a certain sum,
subjeet to the condition that the plaintiffs should sign a receipt
annexed. The order and receipt were stolen frorn the plaintiffs,
and were subsequently paid inl by a customner of the defendants
bearing an indorsement flot signed by the plaintiffs, and a forged
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