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the effect of marriage on the will %vas governed by French Iaw s.o
far as the will related to moveables, and under that Iaw it was not
revoked, and tht2refore rentitled to probate in the English Court-
%vith this Liiidlcy, M.K.. agreed with the qualification that the wvill

kdid -not affect Icaseholds. Righy -andi WillUains, 1,JJ., however,
dksagreed andi helti that both the husband and wif hiéd acquireti
an English dornicUl at the time of the inarriage, and that the Eng-

7W lish law applied andi that the previaus %%,Il madie by the wife was
revoketi by the marriage, anti that thiï was unafrecteti by the
husband, andi consequently the wife, afferwArcls reacqtirting a

UX, French dornicil, As ta wvhether the law, that marriage revokes a
prevîous1y madc wili, ks a part of the matrimonial Iaor testa-

y:mentary la'%' of' lngiand, the judges %vere also flot agrecti. jeune,
PPDwas of opinion that it k part of' the testamentary law,

Williams%, L.j., on the~ other hand consier that it is part of the
matrimonial law,

Î.PATENT -JotNT cRANT-ItRVIVMUtHIV--CtV94ANT YIV JOIN4T OWNLERS TO ASS!IONf-APPSAL-CROSS iPPAI.-Rk'i- 810--(024T. RVL Si 3).

t Court of Aupeal., The facts, it may lie rernernbered, were simple.
Certain patents for inventions hati been granteti to Goulard &
Gibbs, and Goulard & Gibbs had entereti into a covenant to assign
the patents ta the plaintiffs, and the agreement provided that the
assignment shouiti contain a covenant by the vendors that ail the
patents were valiti anti iii nowise voiti or voidabie. Goulard
dieti beiore the assignment hati been e.,uted, and his administra.
trix refuseci to join in the as'ignment or the covenant above
referreti ta. Cozens-Hardy, J., helti that the patentees were joint
owners and that Gibbs, the survivor, atone coulti be requireti to
aqsign, or ta enter inta the covenant. The Court aof Appeal
(Lindley, M., ati Rigby and Colline, LJJ.) helti that the e«fect
of the agrecreet was that the transfer should contain joint anti
several covenaints by the vendors, anti that the Iiability of the
administratrix to the plaintiffs must be ascertaineti on that footing
-and a declaratory aider was made, to that ee'ect, andi the case
was rernitteti for trial. A point of practice also arase on the appeal
as ta wvhich the Court of Appeal express an opinioh which it rnay


