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TiRE-PURCHASE AOREEENT - CONTRACT BY HIRER TO KEEP

HUME! CHATTEL IN REPAIR-.OH1k;EL SENT TO REPAIRER-

LIEN or RPxAIRER ON CHATTEL AS AGAINST OWNER FOR COST

0P REPÂXES.

Gree&- v. All Motor8 (1917) 1 K.B. 625. In thig case the
plaintiff let a maoter ,ar to a person on a hire-purehase agree-
ment, the hirer agreteing to keep the car in repair. The car
nceded repair and iras sent by the hirer to the defer.dants lor
repair. After-the car wus sent to the defendants for repair and
hcfore the contract for repairs iras made, default iras made in
the payment of an instalment under the hire-purchase agree-
ment. The plaintiff did flot terminate, the agreement umiji
after the repamr weie commenced, irben he demanded the car
from the defendants, but did not tender the amount then due
for the cost of the repairs. The defendants refueed to deliver
up the car, and subsequently completed the repaira, for the cost
of w1ich they claimed. a lien on -he car as againat the plaintiff
who brouglit the ai.tion to recover possession. Lush, J., who
tried the action held that, in the cireumsýances. the défendants
wcre cntitled to the lien claimned, and hia judgmnrt was afflrmred
by the Court of Appeal (Eady, Bankes, and Scrutton, L.JJ.).

HÎ'SBAND ANI) WIFFI-îxr mARRiM,ýe-ENGLSH MAE.RIAGF OF

MAROIMEDAN DOMIeILE!) IN INDIA Wrr11- CHIRISTIAN iV(,NAN-

DISSOLUTION OP MARRiAGE-" WRIIN- OF DITVORCEIENT."

nle King v. Superintendf'nt Regi.qtrar, Etc. (1917) 1 K.B.
634. T!his iras an applfication for a mandanw.: ta the registrar
af M,àrriages to eompel hlm ta issue a marriage license to the ap-
plicant. Tt appeared that the applicant, a Ma.homedan donu-
ciled in India, had in March, 1913, ma.rried a Christiap womanJ in Etigland, ehe had in 1913 deaerted hlm, and hbad since refused
to ]ive with hlm. He had instituted proceedings in India and
ohtained a dNerce for the resti*tution of conjugal rights, which
4he refused to obey, and she had subsequently inatituted pro-
e-edings in Engmùànd for a divorce on the ground of 1retv
ýhieh proeeings were dismisscd for irant of pr-oeer..o)n. The

appIicant thereupon assurned to divorce hîs wife according to
the rites of the Mahomedan religion, whieh divorce he elaimed was
effectuai and entitled him to marry again in England. In order
ta ascerta.in bis position the aipplieant had ingt.ituted proeced-
ings in t7he Probâte and Divorce Division frfc decru' deelaring


