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Ini R!iar v. P/.tnnky (igco) A.C. 43 1, the judicial Committee of
the Privy Couticil (Loeds Hobh, -qe, Morris and Davey, and Sir R.
Couch>, on appeal from the Suprenie Court of New South Wales,
decided that where in an administration suit a fund has been
ordered to be carrieci over to a qeparate account, and after being
so carried ov2r, is specifically assigned for value to another without
notice of any equitable dlaim by the other parties to the suit
against the assignor, the assignee ks entitied to hold the fund free
froin any such equitable claims ; and niere notice that the assignor
%vas trustee and defendant in a suit for an account, iii which his
fund mighit be made answerable, in case of def'ault proved against
the assignor, is flot sufficient to affect the assignee.

DUOD OF SEPARATION -~ HUSDAND ANI) WIFR - NI iRrPRESENTA TIONS O
CRrIITED-SE»,T!NG ACIDE r>aED)-CONSN--AUPER.

Wasenievs %% 1,Viste,*tes (io) A.C. .446, wvas an action by a
husband to set aside a separation and annuity, deed on the ground
of fraudulent representations of the wife that she had not then
committed adultery, and also on the ground of subscc1uerit adultery
by ber. It appeared that at the time the deed %vas executed the
husband disbelieved his %vife's eepresentations as to ber chastity,
and the deed contained no condition as to cliastity,. The Court
of Appeal of New Zealand had affirtned a judgment in favour of
tbe husband, but tbe Judicial 2,ommtittee of the Privy Councîl
(Lord l-lalsbury, L.C., and Lords Hobhouse, Macnaghten, L)avey
and Robertson) reversed the decision, holding that on neither
ground could the plaintiff succeed. The wife having brought her
appeal in forma pauperis, she wais held entitled ta such co.-ts
below as are payable in the colony in pauper appeals, and to such
costs of appeal ta the Privy Counicil as she would be entitled to
under the rule of the louse of Lords relatîng to pauper appeals
which rule is adopted by the Privy Council.

ARBTRTIN AwRDLu!pSUIN AWARtDEb-EVIDENCE TAKEN ON ATS
NOT ltERREI)-ARBITRATO)ts, 3L'E!SDIcTION op-scopr, op RrFEENcE,.

Fa/kieig/tami v. Vietorian, .Railway C'otnmissioiters (z 900) A.C.
452, was an action on an award made by arbitrators appointed
under a contract between the plifntiffs and defendants fo~r the con-
struction of a railway. A lump sum had been awarded in favour
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