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to the demised premises or any part thereof "-included tenant's
fixtures used in carrving on the tenant's business as a boüt and
shoe manuiacturer. Kekewich, J., held that it did, by. rmaison of
the general words used therein.

II ~CONFLICT 0F LAWS-BRiTisH SUBJECT DYVING ABROAD-DŽMICIL AS

AFFECTI:.G SUCCESSION TO MOVEABLES.

I re /oznso, Roberts v. The Attoruzcy-Generai (1903)', 1 Ch.
821, a British subject whose domicil of origin %as; Nfalta,
subsequentiyv ;,-quired a domicil ofechoice in the Grand Duchy Of
Baden, where she died, leaving a wvîlI which, however, did flot

i effectually dispose of ail her personal property. some of which was
t in En-land and some in Baden. By the law of Germany no

attention is paid to domicîl in the distribution of moveables of a
Al foreigner dying in Baden who had not been naturali!ed, but the

same are distrîbutable according to the law of the country of
which the deccased was a subject- But the law of the British

4 Empire flot being uniform, the question arose whether the law of
-nl 1i or the law of Malta applied. Farwell, J., carne th

conclusion that the law of the domicil of origin of the testatrix
I applied and therefore that the undisposcd of residue of pcrsonalty

~; *~ devolved on the persons entitled according to the law~ of Malta.

j'N EROER-LE.%SE-NORT»AGE BV UNDER LEAS1E-SIBSEQLENTi- PI RCHA.SE 0F FEE

I . DV LESSE&.

f I. C'apital & Counties Rank v. Rhodes (1903), 1 h 61 the
t. principal question discussed was whether a term had merged in a

reversion in fee which had been conveyed to the lessee after he hiad
mortgaged the termn b> way of under lease. The Court of Appeal

$ (Collins, M.R., and Ruiner and Cozcns-Hiardy, I-JJ.) held that there
was no merger. The facts of the case were somewhat cornplicated,

b but appear to have becn briefly, as follows: Rhodes w«as lessCc of
a termn of 99 years, which he mortgaged to one Flower by' way of

j un~der lease. Rhodes then purchased the reversion in fewic
was conveyed to him and he then re,.-onve)yed the estate and the
reversion in the under lease to the plaintiffs by way of mortgage to1. secure part of the purchase money. The mortgvrec having fallen
into default, the plaintiffs demanded the rent payable under the

k lease of F!ower, %vhich, being refused, they brought the action tof enforce the security by foreclosure or sale, and for recovery of pos-
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