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RICENT ENGLIsH DEccisioNs.

carriers, the decision in Vogel's case
would seemn to have finally settled the
question, and the above inquiry would be
interesting only as a matter of history.
There are, however, many classes of car-
riers, unaffected by the provisions of the
Railway Acts; and possibly the question of
their Iiability for negligence may, on somne
future occasion, necessitate a review of
the case which I have above attemptedt to
analyse. A .GLr

RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

The Lazw Reports for August include 1 7
Q. B. D., pp. 309-413; 11 P. D., PP. 73-
119; 32 Chy. D., PP. 397-524; and ii
App. Cas., pp. 229.415.

CONPLIOT OF LAWS-ASSIGNItENT OF CSOSE IN ACTION.

Taking up the cases in the Queen's Bench
Division, the first to be noted is Lee v. A bdy,
17 Q. B. D. 3o9, which was an action against
an English Company upoii P. policy of life
insurance, which had been assigned to the
plaintiff by lier husband, who at the time of
the assigninent and util bis deth was domi-
ciled at Cape Colony, by the laws of which
colony the assigninent %vas invalid by reason
of the assignee being the assignor's %vife. The
court (Day and Wills, 33.), held that the
assignment was governed by the law of Cape
Colony, and therefore that the plaintiff was
flot entitled to recover. Day, J., at P. 312,
saye:

Thé subject-matter of the assignment is a chose
in action which bas no locality. The general rule,
subject to exc~eptions which do flot seem to me to
appyto the present case, is that the validity and
Incidents of a contract must be determined hy the
law of the p lace where it is entered ioto. The
assigiiment here ini question is an assignment that
exists, if at all, by virtue of a contract between
assignor and assignee, and I cannot ses liow, if
there was no valid contract between thern, there
can b. any valid ass'gnment.

*WisJ., confessed that h. feit some doubts
wiffi regard to the case, owing ta the difficulty
in deducing the principle from the authorities
cited; but if there were no authorities lie
thnught the rational view was that Ilthis
assiament being invalid adcording ta the law

î

of the country where it was made, and where
the parties to it were domiciled, it must h.
treated as invaiid here."'
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Houlder v. Merchants' Marine Insurance Co.,
17 Q. B. D. 354, is a decision of the Court of
Appeal affirming the judgment of Field, J.
The action was brought on a policy of marine
insurance, which insured the plaintiff against
"lail risk of oraft until the goods are discharged
and safely landed." The goods in question
arrived at their destination, and instead of
being landed, were then transferred to lighters
with a v'iew to their reshipment for exportation;
while on the lighters awaiting reshipment they
were lost. The Court of Appeal held that the
loas was not covered by the policy. Bowen,
L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court,
saYs, at P. 356:

Cargo discharged upon lighters for transhi pment
ta an export vessel is accordingly exposed1 ta a
peril which is flot the saine as that which it en-
counters if dis,1arged uipon lighters ta ta<e it to
the shore at once. It is perfectly true that by
tal<ing delivery short of the shore the consigns
determines the risk insured. But this is flot be-
cause in such a case the risk is terminated by an
actual landing, but because the consignee %waives

th tadn,,and himself terminates the ris<
instead, by akng delivery short of the land. No-
body, in commercial or business language, can say
that goods are landed which are transhiplied
withont landing, or that goods -which are placed in
lighters for transhipment are placed in lighters ta
b. landed.
ORIMINAL LAW - BLOW AIMEZ) AT aNs pSrsoN AcCI-

DBNTALLY WOUNDING ANOTRIE.

In the Queen v. Latrnter, 17 Q?. B. D. 359, the
question submitted ta the court wvas whether
when the prisoner, in unlawfully strikiug at a
man, accidentally struck and wounded a woinan
beside him, could b. convicted of unlawfully
and maliciously wounding the woman, andI the
çourt (Lord Coleridge, C.J., Lord Esher, M. R.,
Bowen, L.J., and Field and Manisty, 33.,) held
that lie could, andl afflrmed the conviction.
TwL&L wrx'a jtnl%-DSOEAToN2 OF 3UDGE AS TO CCOSTB.

The case of Huxley v. West Landan Extension
R. W. Ca., 17 Q. B. D. 373, is chiefly remark-
able. for the extraordinary character of the
judgment of Lord Coleridge, whicl is nothing
less than a somewhat hot.tempered counter-
blast againat the recent decisions of the
Court of Appeal, Re Jonts v. Curling, 13 Q. B.D.
26a, wherein it claimed the right to review the


