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1arr18< with Mr. Bater, who having apparently grown tired
of the lady, imttted the plesent proceedingo to have hia mar.
rnage with her declared nel and void on tho «round of the
alleged illegality of the New York divorce, but Bannes, P.P.D.,
held that the New York Court had juniediction. by reason of thé
domioil of Mn. Lowe in that. state, and- that-its- deur'ee w .as bin d-
'ing by the law of nations on the Courts of England se long as it
rernained unreversed, because it affeoted the status of the parties,
and iras similan in its nature te a judgment in rem, and this,
notwithstanding that the tact of the plaintiff's own adultery
had been suppressed; and wîth this decision the Court of
Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Roomer and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.)
agreed. It may be noted that according to the expert evidence
the decree of divorce was net liable te be reversed in New York
on the ground of the suppression of tacts by the plaintiff.

VsNDOR AND PuitcUAszn-TnugT FOR SALE--CONDITIONS OP SALE
-SALE BY WAY OP t7NDER LEtsE-LEASEHI-OLD.

it re Judd a;id Polaîid (1906) 1 Ch. 684 was an application
î under the Vendors and Purchasers' Act. The vendors werc trus-

tees for sale of certain leaseho(ds, which eonsisted of five separate
houses. They offerea the property for sale ini five separate lots,
subject te a condition that if the whtMe five were sold the pur.
chaser of the lairgest in value should accept an assignaient of
the leasehold property as a whole, and tindertake te gratt
uLnderleases to the other purchasers of the lots respectively pur-
chased b> theai for the residue of the tenu less one day at an
apportioned rent. One of the purehasers objected that a sale in

this inanner wus net authorized by the trust, inasinueh as a trustfor sale did net authorize a lease-and Warrington, J., so, held,I but the Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Renier and Cozens.
Hardy, L.JJ.) reversed his deision on the grouud that the

t traÀtees irere carrying eut the sale in the way Pustoxuary where
several properties were incluided in ene lease, and thotugh tle
underlease iras technically a lease it w'as ini substance and eifect
a sale and a decision of Kekewich, J. I-n re 1Valker and Oak-
shott (1901> 2 Ch.- 383 iras overruled.

PRACTicE-ATTACZMENT POU DISOBEDIENCR OP'oDR-EO&
Y' SERVICE OP ORDER--PnESENCE 0F PARTY WHiEl ORDR MADE,

lit r Tuck, Murci v. Losemore (1906) 1 Chy. 692. An applica-
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