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CORPORATION-COMMO,' SEAL-ExRtcuT0Ry CONTRACT-RATIFICATION.

Mayor of Oxford v. Crow, (1893) 3 Ch. 535, wvas an action by
a municipal corporation. The defendant had mnade certain pro-
posais to surrender a lease, pull down existing buildings, and
erect nev, ones on condition of getting a new lease on certain
specified terms. These proposais were made to a comrnittee of
the corporation-which had flot been appointed under seai. On
MNav i3 th, 1892, the town clerk, ou behaîf of the committee;
wrote accepting the proposais, subject to the approval of the
council. On May 27th, 1892, the defendant wrote to the town
clerk modifying his proposais. On june ist, 1892, the council

A ~approved, but not under seal, the cç>mmittee's acceptance of the
original proposals, which acceptance was comrnunicated to the
defendant by letter. On JuIY 2ISt, 1892, the defendant withdrew
his proposais altogether. The action wvas brought to enforce the
contract, but failed because it wvas not under the seai of the cor-
poration, nor had it been ratified under seal.

J UR1ImcTiOi-TkisvmAs TlO LAND IN FOREIGN C:OUNTIRY.

lu he British South Afi'icaet Co. v. The Comipaititia de Afocaji-
j bique, (1893) A.C. 602, the House of Lords have decided that,

notwithstanding the abolition of local venues, an action for tres-
pass to land in a foreign country cannot be brought in an English
court, even though the defendant be resident withini the jurisdic-
tion. The decision of the court below reported, (18,.2) 2> Q.13. 358,
wvas referred to in the recent case of Henderson v. B3ank of Hantil-
toel, 2o A.R 646, and we are glad to see that the learned reporter
has, with commendable diligence, noted the decision of their
lordshîps in hîs footnote on p. 648.

PRACTICIC-SECU RITY F~OR cosis-Al'I'EAI. FIMSE>lOR WANT OiF IROSECUTION-
COuPCTION OF~ ACCItbYNIAl. KIUROR IN ORDER OF COURT,

Wilsois v. Carter, (1893) A.C. 638, disposes of a question of
practice. An appellant having obtained leave to appeal, on giv.
ing security for costs, subsequently suffered his 'appeal to be dis.
missed under Rule 5 of the Orders of the P.C. of 1853. Thný
order provided that the costs of the application for leave tu
appeal and of the transcript shouid abide the judgment of Her
Majesty in Council, but omnitted to add the words, "Or the resuit


