
DOMESTIC RELATIONS

By KiCE H. STONE*

During the survey period approximately fifty-four cases were decided
which touch on the area of Domestic Relations. A number of these
cases were discarded because they simply re-affirmed long standing
principles. Those of particular interest which merit comitient have been
categorized for the purpose of organization although very few of these
cases relate to each other. For brevity those cases which touch on more
than one category are treated under the dominant category.

ALIMONY

This was the year of alimony in the appellate courts of Georgia. Of
the fifty-four cases decided during the survey period relating to the law
of Domestic Relations, approximately twenty-five directly involved the
law of alimony which includes child support.

It now appears that a trial court has the right to divest the wife of
her property completely by simply proclaiming that an award is based
on a division of property without strictly applying the principles of
resulting trust. This was done in Hendrix v. Hendrix.' Here the wife
had legal title to certain property and promised her husband that if he
would improve the property she would convey an undivided one-half
interest in the property to him. After the property was improved, the
wife refused to honor her promise and subsequently filed an action for
divorce and alimony against the husband to which he filed a cross-
action requesting a division of property. The trial court awarded the
husband the improved property upon the condition that he pay the wife
a certain sum of money. In affirming the decision of the trial court,
the appellate court while discussing the principles of resulting trust,
clearly relied on GA. CODE ANN., §§ 30-1052 and 30-1183 (Rev. 1969)
stating that these provisions of our divorce statutes indicate that a
settlement of property rights can be made in a divorce action.
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1. 224 Ga. 662, 163 S.E.2d 917 (1968).
2. "The petition shall show . .. (6) where alimony or support or division of property is

involved, the property and earnings of the parties if such is known .. "
3. "The verdicts of Juries disposing of the property in divorce cases shall be carried into effect

by the courts, by entering up such judgment or decree, or taking such other steps usual in courts
of equity, as will effectually and fully execute the same."
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A contrast to Hendrix v. Hendrix4 was the case of Langan v.
Langan5 where there was an obvious application of the principles of
resulting trust. In that case, the husband placed title to the home in
his wife's name but continued to pay for it. Upon application for
divorce and alimony by the wife, the husband claimed the home
belonged to him testifying, "Well, I claimed to own that house. I put
it in my wife's name to protect her."6 The Supreme Court held that
this evidence alone was insufficient to rebut the presumption of a gift
to the wife as raised by GA. CODE ANN. § 108-116 (Rev. 1959).1

An important case was Register v. Register8 which held that a decree
for permanent alimony may contain provisions imposing reasonable
terms, conditions, and penalities as are deemed necessary under the
circumstances. The final judgment and decree awarded the wife an
undivided one-half interest in the house owned by the husband and gave
her the right to the use of the house for a designated period of time,
but further provided that if she elected to use the house, she would be
responsible for the mortgage payments, insurance, upkeep on the home
and taxes. It will be interesting to see how far the courts go in attaching
such conditions to permanent alimony decrees.

Two cases9 were appealed on the ground of being repugnant verdicts.
In both cases the trial court denied the wife alimony but awarded to
her a part of the husband's property. In each case the husband
contended that the property awarded to the wife belonged to him, was
not a division of property and that such award was inconsistent and
repugnant with the denial of alimony. There was evidence in both cases
of the wife's contribution to and investment in the property. The
Georgia Supreme Court ascribed to the jury an intention to recognize
an equity of the wife in this property. A different decision may have
resulted if there had been no evidence of the wife's contribution and
investment in the property.

A much litigated subject is that of attorney's fees for the wife's
attorney in prosecuting or defending a divorce or alimony action
because the husband, maybe justifiably so, often refuses to accept the

4. 224 Ga. 662, 163 S.E.2d 917 (1968).
5. 224 Ga. 399, 162 S.E.2d 405 (1968).
6. Id. at 402, 162 S.E.2d at 408.
7. "As between husband and wife ... payment of purchase money by one, and causing the

conveyance to be made to the other, shall be presumed to be a gift, but a resulting trust in favor
of the one paying the money may be shown and the presumption rebutted."

8. 224 Ga. 734, 164 S.E.2d 818 (1968).
9. McLane v. McLane, 224 Ga. 748, 164 S.E.2d 821 (1968); Bragg v. Bragg, 224 Ga. 294,

161 S.E.2d 313 (1968).
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fact that he must finance litigation that his wife has initiated and lost. 10

It is a well-known principle that a formal hearing on the issue of
attorney's fees for the wife must be held before the return of the
verdict." Proctor v. Proctor2 allowed a token hearing prior to the
return of the verdict and permitted additional evidence at a later
hearing after the completion of the trial. This case seems to indicate
that all an attorney need do is have a brief hearing on attorney's fees
prior to the return of the verdict to preserve his right to a later hearing
on this issue at which time he can then produce direct evidence as to
the value of the services rendered or to be rendered the wife. At that
time the award of attorney's fees would relate back to the time of the
hearing. Of course, a later hearing would be discretionary with the
court and the practitioner should know his judge.

Death does not foreclose the enforcement of an award of attorney's
fees to the wife on an action for divorce and alimony. In Kay v.
Vaughan," the court held that the right to enforce an award of
attorney's fees awarded to the wife on a divorce proceeding survived
the wife's death and vested in her personal representative the right to
enforce that award by attachment for contempt. This decision also held
that an award of attorney's fees on the wife's second petition for
divorce would not affect a prior subsisting judgment of attorney's fees
awarded in a previous divorce action involving the same parties. This
statement relates to GA. CODE ANN. § 30-202.1 (Rev. 1969)14 making
the granting of attorney's fees during the pendency of an action for
divorce and alimony a final judgment even if there had been a
subsequent reconciliation by the husband and wife.

Sullivan v. Sullivan15 held that since GA. CODE ANN. § 30-204 (Rev.
1969)6 renders the failure to pay alimony contemptuous, no violation
of a direct command is required to render one guilty of contempt in
the non-payment of alimony. This case affirms a well-known principle,

10. Sullivan v. Sullivan, 224 Ga. 679, 164 S.E.2d 130 (1968).
II. Dobson v. Dobson, 223 Ga. 432, 156 S.E.2d 72 (1967).
12. 224 Ga. 450, 162 S.E.2d 398 (1968).
13. 224 Ga. 875, 165 S.E.2d 131 (1968).
14. "The grant of attorneys' fees as a part of the expenses of litigation made at any time

during the pendency of the litigation, whether the action be for alimony, divorce and alimony, or
comtempt of court arising out of either an alimony case or a divorce and alimony case, shall be
inal as to the amount granted, whether the grant be in full or on account.
15. 224 Ga. 679, 164 S.E.2d 130 (1968).
16. "The order allowing alimony shall be subject to revision by the court at any time, and

may be enforced either by writ of fieri facias or by attachment for contempt against the person
of the husband.

19691
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but goes further in applying it to an award of attorney's fees for the
wife, which is treated as temporary alimony. 7

The demise of the wife does not foreclose the right of the personal
representative of the wife's estate to enforce an award of alimony which
is capable of exact determination. 8 Likewise, the demise of the husband
does not foreclose the right of the wife to enforce an award of alimony
as the alimony payments are a charge against the husband's estate. 9

Donaldson v. Baldwin" held that the general rule is that contracts for
the payment of alimony should be given full force and effect and
continue for the period provided by the contract which may be beyond
the death of the husband. In this case there was a contract settling all
questions as to property and alimony, ,and it was enforced by a suit
for specific performance against the deceased husband's personal
representative.

An attempt by a court to award as alimony a bare expectancy or
possibility without any present interest is void.2'

Many times a final judgment and decree awarding alimony to the
wife is not contested until an enforcement of the judgment is attempted.
A contempt proceeding is often used in an effort to enforce an award
of alimony. Four such cases were decided during the survey period. The
first of these cases was Futch v. Futch22 where the husband agreed to
keep in "force and effect" two insurance policies. After the wife
remarried and the children attained majority, the husband cancelled the
policies. The trial court refused to cite the husband for contempt and
the former wife appealed. In affirming the trial court's decision the
appellate court held that since the wife had remarried, she was not
entitled to alimony and that the husband was not obligated to support
the children after they reached the age of twenty-one. The second of
these cases was Smith v. Smith2 3 which reaffirmed that the activities
of the husband after judgment awarding alimony to the wife can be
taken into consideration in determining if he is in contempt of court
for failure. to pay alimony. In Beach v. Beach2 the original judgment
ordered the husband to pay all of the debts incurred by the parties in
the marriage. When the former husband refused to pay the debts, the

17. GA. CODE ANN., § 30-202 (Rev. 1969).
18. Trammell v. West, 224 Ga. 365, 162 S.E.2d 353 (1968).
19. Donaldson v. Baldwin, 224 Ga. 680, 164 S.E.2d 141 (1968).
20. 224 Ga. 680, 164 S.E.2d 141 (1968).
21. Trammell v. West, 224 Ga. 365, 162 S.E.2d 353 (1968).
22. 224 Ga. 350, 161 S.E.2d 868 (1968).
23. 224 Ga. 689, 164 S.E.2d 225 (1968).
24. 224 Ga. 701, 164 S.E.2d 114 (1968).
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trial court cited him for contempt. In affirming the judgment of the
trial court, the Supreme Court said that the obligation of the husband
to pay the debts of the wife was an element of support for her and was
"alimony" as cont ,mplated by GA. CODE ANN. § 30-201 (Rev.
1969).15 Also, in this case the husband attempted to set up as a defense
the fact that the wife in a previous contempt proceeding had failed to
list the debt which she contended he was obligated to pay in the
proceeding appealed from. The court thwarted this defense holding that
the order of the trial court in the prior contempt proceeding did not
reduce the amount the husband was obligated to pay on the wife's
indebtedness under the terms of the decree, but only imposed the terms
under which he could purge himself of the charge of contempt. In
Bufford v. Bufforda6 where the original judgment of the trial court
awarded the husband certain property in which the wife had an
undivided one-half interest, the wife refused to execute a warranty deed
to the husband for her interest in the property and was cited for
contempt of court. The original judgment did not order the wife to
execute a warranty deed to her former husband. In reversing the trial
court the Supreme Court of Georgia held that the trial court was
attempting to amend its judgment and that after the term in which a
final decree is rendered, the trial court is without power to amend the
decree in any manner affecting its merits.

A far-reaching decision during the survey period was Bugden v.
Bugden27 which held that the proper venue in an action to revise
alimony is the county in which the defendant resides and not the county
where the original judgment was rendered. In its opinion the appellate
court with reference to an action to revise alimony said, "Being a
separate and independent suit, it is subject to the Constitutional
provisions respecting venue just as any other civil case, and the
provisions of the Georgia Constitution, Art. VI, Sec. XIII, Par. VI
(GA. CODE ANN. § 2-4906) fixing the venue in the county where the
defendant resides, is controlling as to the venue of this case and should
have been applied by the court notwithstanding that no attack on the
constitutionality of the Act as a whole or that portion of the 1955 Act
providing that 'Such petition shall be filed in the same county in which
the original judgment was granted', was made.1 28

25. "Alimony is an allowance out of the husband's estate, made for the support of the wife
when living separate from him. It is either temporary or permanent."

26. 224 Ga. 850, 165 S.E.2d 128 (1968).
27. 224 Ga. 517, 162 S.E.2d 719 (1968).
28. Id. at518, 162 S.E.2d at 720.
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Parrott v. Parrott29 held that although GA. CODE ANN. § 30-223
(Rev. 1969)m authorizes a trial court to award expenses of litigation to
the former wife in an action by the former husband seeking
modification of an alimony allowance, it does not require that this be
done. This decision puts the question of attorney's fees for the former
wife in defending such an action solely within the discretion of the
court.

Often the question is raised as to whether an action to revise alimony
should be brought following d change of custody from the mother to
the father. This question is answered by the decision of Bodrey v.
Bodrey3 which held that the award of child support is for the children
while they are in the custody of the mother and that without a separate
action to revise alimony the court can order the father to retain the
amount to be paid-to the mother under the original judgment as
support for the children.

Two cases32 dealt with the dismissal of the wife's counterclaim for
alimony. In Ridgeway v. Ridgeway33 the lower court dismissed the
wife's cross-action for alimony after the jury refused to grant a divorce
on the husband's petition. In reversing this decision the court held that
a wife can sue for alimony alone and her right to alimony cannot be
defeated by a failure of the husband to obtain a divorce. In Weems v.
Weems,3 the trial court dismissed the wife's counterclaim for alimony
following the dismissal of the husband's petition for divorce because
of insufficiency of service. In reversing this decision the court said that
the wife's claim for alimony was an independent claim which could be
adjudicated without regard to the husband's divorce.

Spadea v. Spadea5 is the last case considered in this category and
its decision is rather far-reaching. In that case the wife filed for a
divorce in Georgia to which the husband filed his answer. The husband
then moved to Florida and obtained a Florida divorce which attempted
to award child support. Subsequently, the wife was awarded a divorce,
alimony, and custody of minor children by the Georgia court. The

29. 224 Ga. 801, 164 S.E.2d 811 (1968).
30. "Where such an application, as hereinbefore authorized, is iled by the husband, the court

may require the husband to pay reasonable expenses of litigation as may be incurred by the wife,
either for herself, or the child or children, or both, in the defense thereof."

31. 224 Ga. 348, 161 S.E.2d 864 (1968).
32. Ridgeway v. Ridgeway, 224 Ga. 310, 161 S.E.2d 866 (1968); Weems v. Weems, 225 Ga.

19, 165 S.E.2d 733 (1969).
33. 224 Ga. 310, 161 S.E.2d 866 (1968).
34. 225 Ga. 19, 165 S.E.2d 733 (1968).
35. 225 Ga. 80, 165 S.E.2d 836 (1969).
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husband refused to comply with the Georgia judgment; and, when he
subsequently returned to Georgia, he was cited for contempt for failure
to comply with the Georgia judgment. The husband on appeal
contended that the Florida judgment was entitled to full faith and
credit under the Constitution of the United States and that the Georgia
judgment decided nothing. The Supreme Court of Georgia recognized
the Florida judgment but held that full faith and credit does not mean
that the duty of support and maintenance stops upon the granting of
a foreign divorce. In rendering its decision the court applied GA. CODE

ANN. § 30-226 (Rev. 1969)36 which allows a wife to apply for support
for herself and any children after her husband has obtained a foreign
divorce in an action in which she was served constructively and not
personally and did not appear, plead nor otherwise waive jurisdiction
of the foreign court. The Supreme Court of Georgia refused to give
full faith and credit to that portion of the Florida judgment which
awarded support for the minor children because the Florida court had
never obtained personal jurisdiction over the wife so as to bind her with
a decree respecting support and thus held that GA. CODE ANN. § 30-
227 (Rev. 1969)y' did not apply.

DiVORCE

Surprisingly, there were relatively few cases decided during the
survey period involving the principles of divorce. Of those cases
decided, there were none which established any startling precedent.

McClellan v. McClellan"' reaffirmed the well-known principle that
where both parties sue for divorce on grounds of cruel treatment and
there is evidence to support the allegations of their respective petitions,
it is error for the trial court to fail to charge, even without request, that
if the jury found both parties guilty of like conduct, they should refuse
a divorce to either of them.

36. "Whenever any husband shall, in any foreign Country or any other State of the United
States of America, obtain a divorce from his wife, which said wife at the time of the filing of
said divorce action was a resident of this State, and in which action the wife was served
constructively and in which case the wife did not appear, plead or otherwise waive jurisdiction of
the foreign court and in which she was not personally served with petition and process, the wife
may, at any time subsequent to the granting of said foreign divorce decree, apply to the superior
court in the county where she resides for an order and judgment for permanent alimony for the
support of herself and the child or children of the parties .... "

37. "The procedure herein provided for shall not be available for the support of any child or
children whose custody and support was legally adjudicated in the foreign court, unless custody
of such child or children shall subsequently be awarded to the wife by a court having jurisdiction
of the parties."

38. 224 Ga. 355, 162 S.E.2d 425 (1968).

1969]
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Where an answer in a divorce action contains allegations which
would authorize a divorce for the defendant but contains no prayer for
a divorce, the verdict finding "for the divorce" is a verdict granting
plaintiff's prayer for divorce. 9 Similarly, where both parties pray for
a divorce in their respective petition and cross-action, and a divorce is
granted without specifying whether ft the plaintiff or defendant, then
it will be construed to be granted on the plaintiff's petition for
divorce.40

An interesting decision was.Maddox v. Maddox4' which involved an
oral antenuptial contract between the husband and wife where the
husband agreed to adopt the wife's child. During the marriage the
husband did not adopt the'child and as a party of the wife's subsequent
divorce action, she sought to enforce the oral antenuptial contract by
an action for specific performance. The appellate court held that this
could not be done because an antenuptial contract is subject to the
Statute of Frauds.42

CUSTODY

During the survey period there were a number of decisions on the
question of child custody which were raised, in the trial courts as an
incident of divorce, by habeas corpus proceedings and through
proceedings originating out of the juvenile court.

Two- cases" held that, if on a final judgment and decree of divorce,
custody of the minor children is awarded to one parent, that award is
final even though the court attempts to retain jurisdiction until after
the expiration of the term for the purpose of determining visitation
privileges of the other parent and such an attempt by the court to retain
jurisdiction after the term is a nullity. However, a trial judge, in the
exercise of sound legal discretion, has the power during the same term
of court to modify a judgment awarding custody of minor children. 4

One of the vehicles used to change or modify custody is the bringing
of a new action in the nature of a habeas corpus. It is a well-known
principle that generally this type of proceeding must be based on a
material change of conditions and circumstances in the party having

39. Bryant v. Bryant, 224 Ga. 360, 162 S.E.2d 39). (1968).
40. Shaw v. Shaw, 224 Ga. 747, 164 S.E.2d 723 (1968).
41. 224 Ga. 313, 161 S.E.2d 870, (1968).
42. GA. CODE ANN., § 20-401 (3) (Rev. 1965).
43. Martin v. Hendon, 224 Ga. 221, 160 S.E.2d 893 (1968); Bragg v. Bragg, 224 Ga. 294,

161 S.E.2d 313 (1968).
44. Sanborn v. Sanborn, 224 Ga. 792, 164 S.E.2d 563 (1968).

[Vol. 21



DOMESTIC RELA TIONS

custody of the child which affects the general welfare of that child. 5

One decision" rendered during the survey period allowed a change of
custody from the father to the mother without any evidence of a change
in conditions and circumstances in the father having custody of the
child to the extent that it materially affected the child's general welfare.
In that case, there were two minor children involved of whom one was
of the age of fourteen years. The fourteen-year-old, subsequent to the
original award of custody, elected to live with the mother and the
mother filed a petition in the nature of a habeas corpus praying that
custody of both children be placed in her. The only evidence presented
was that the mother was a fit parent to have the children and that it
would not be in the best interest of the children to separate them.
Consequently, both of the minor children were awarded to the mother.
There was no evidence presented which was adverse to the father such
as would demand a change of custody of the youngest child from the
father to the mother. It is difficult to reconcile this case with past
decisions.

Three decisions during the survey period provided some guidelines as
to what constitutes a material change in conditions and circumstances
affecting the general welfare of minor children so as to justify a change
or modification of custody. Martin v. Hendon7 held that a voluntary
relinquishment of custody to the opposite spouse is such a material
change as to justify a change in custody. Durden v. Durden 1 held that
where the father, who had legal custody of the minor child, was guilty
of immoral conduct outside of the presence of the child and without
the child's knowledge and who allowed the child to spend the majority
of the time with his grandparents, there was not sufficient evidence to
require a change of custody based on a material change of conditions.
Finally, Lamb v. Nabers," answered a question for many practitioners.
There the mother, after being awarded custody of the minor children,
refused to allow the children to visit with the father although a prior
order allowed reasonable visitation privileges. This refusal was held
sufficient to justify a modification of custody provisions so as to
specify exact times for the father's visitation.

The question of the finality of judgments rendered in a custody case
has always been the subject of much litigation. This will continue to

45. Perry v. Perry, 213 Ga. 847, 102 S.E.2d 534 (1958).
46. Whaley v. Disbrow, 225 Ga. 145, 166 S.E.2d 343 (1969).
47. 224 Ga. 221, 160 S.E.2d 893 (1968).
48. 224 Ga. 417, 162 S.E.2d 385 (1968).
49. 224 Ga. 396, 162 S.E.2d 336 (1968).

19691
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be true so long as the trial courts attempt to retain jurisdiction over a
case after they have rendered an order. Martin v. Hendon" reaffirmed
the principle that an order awarding custody incidental to divorce
becomes final even though it states that the court retains jurisdiction
for the purposes of determining permanent custody at a later date. In
the somewhat similar case of Milner v. White,5

1 the husband was
granted a divorce as well as custody of the minor children, but the
order allowed the children to stay under the supervision of the court
until the father was released from the armed services. The Georgia
Supreme Court held this order to be a final award of custody to the
father, vesting sole custody and control of the children in him and not
temporary custody in the juvenile court. The court refused to consider
a temporary order awarding the children to a third party obviously
because a material change in conditions and circumstances which
affected the welfare of the minor children was not shown.

The well-known principle that the mother of an illegitimate child
cannot be denied custody of her child in a habeas corpus proceeding
against the child's parents unless it is shown that she has lost her
parental rights as set forth in GA. CODE ANN. § 74-108 to 74-110
(Rev. 1963)52 was reaffirmed in McMillan v. McMillan. 3

Madaris v. Madariss" seems to restrict the Civil Practice Act of
19665- by holding that while a trial court may admit evidence outside
of the pleadings by allowing the pleadings to be amended and by
granting a continuance to enable the objecting party an opportunity to
prepare a defense, the statute does not require the trial court to admit
testimony which is irrelevant and outside of the pleadings. In that case
the trial court in applying this principle to a habeas corpus proceeding
refused to allow the petitioner to prove that the respondent's father
with whom the minor child and respondent were living was of bad
reputation because there were no allegations in the petition to that
effect.

Bailey v. Hargett56 was decided shortly after the enactment of the

50. 224 Ga. 221, 160 S.E.2d 893 (1968).
51. 225 Ga. 29, 165 S.E.2d 655 (1969).
52. These code sections provide, in substance, that the parental rights of a parent may be lost

by a voluntary contract, releasing the right to a third person; by consenting to the adoption of
the child by a third person; by abandoning the child; by consenting to the marriage of the child;
and by cruel treatment of the child.

53. 224 Ga. 790, 164 S.E.2d 839 (1968).
54. 224 Ga. 577, 163 S.E.2d 745 (1968).
55. GA. LAws, 1966, p. 609, GA. CODE ANN. § 81A-101 (1967).
56. 118 Ga. App. 337, 163 S.E.2d 830 (1968).
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Juvenile Court Act of 1968,11 but apparently the case was heard in the

trial court prior to the enactment of that Act. In that case, there were
a number of points decided which appear to be in direct conflict with

the new Act, and therefore a close reading of the Act and that case is

suggested. No attempt will be made here to reconcile this case with the

new Act.

ADOPTION-LEGITI MATION

Smith v. Smith5" explored the Georgia Adoption Laws. 59 An

understanding of the facts in that case is necessary in applying the

principles of adoption. The petitioners, Mr. & Mrs. Smith, petitioned
the trial court for the adoption of two minor children based on the
natural mother's prior written consent. The evidence showed that at the

time the first child was born the mother was married although her

husband was in a mental institution. The second child was born after

the natural mother divorced this same husband. The petitioner's son

claimed he was the father of both children and objected to the

adoption. The natural mother also attempted to revoke her prior
written consent. In this lengthy decision the Supreme Court of Georgia
held that the wife could not revoke her prior written consent; that the

evidence of illegitimacy of the first child was not sufficient to override
the presumption of its legitimacy; that the father of the illegitimate
child had no standing to object to the adoption because his consent was
not required; and that since consent of the presumed father for

adoption of the child was not obtained and there was no showing of
failure to locate the presumed father after a diligent search and no
showing as to whether the presumed father had abandoned the child,
the granting of the petition for adoption of the child was error.

A virtual adoption was established in Handley v. LimbaughO by a

suit for specific performance against the administratrix of the

intestate's estate. To establish a virtual adoption in accordance with
this decision, the evidence must clearly, convincingly and satisfactorily
show that the adopting parent agreed to adopt the child, that there was

a definite and specific contract to adopt the child, and that the contract
was based upon sufficient legal consideration.

A child is not a party to a divorce action and where a mother who

57. GA. LAWS, 1968, p. 1013.
58. 224 Ga. 442, 162 S.E.2d 379 (1968).
59. GA. CODE ANN. § 74-401 (Rev 1964).

60. 224 Ga. 408, 162 S.E.2d 400 (1968).
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is filing for divorce alleges that no child was born as issue of her
marriage and pursuant to these allegations is awarded nothing for the
provision of the child, that child is not precluded from claiming that
the former husband and party to the divorce action was its father in a
subsequent heirship proceeding.'

STATUTES

The Georgia Legislature passed two amendments during the survey
period that warrant comment. For a further understanding of these
amendments, it is suggested that they be read carefully as no attempt
will be made here to minutely analyze and construe them.

Ga. Laws, 1969, p. 98 amended GA. CODE ANN. § 30-225 (Supp.
1968) by adding a new section which, in substance, provides that while
a husband against whom an alimony judgment has been rendered
resides in the State of Georgia, a proceeding to revise alimony shall be
instituted exclusively in the court where the original judgment was
rendered and that no judgment of any foreign state attempting to revise
a Georgia alimony judgment will be recognized. It appears that by the
enactment of this statute the legislature has attempted to circumvent
the decision of Bugden v. Bugden 2 which held that the venue of an
action to revise alimony is the county where the defendant resides. The
success of the legislature in this incident is doubted.

Ga. Laws, 1969, p. 927 made a number of changes in the adoption
laws, the most pronounced being that an adoptive parent can now
inherit from the adopted child that part of the child's estate acquired
after the adoption except that part of the estate inherited from the
child's blood relatives.

61. Pike v. Armburst, 117 Ga. App. 756, 161 S.E.2d 896 (1968).
62. 224 Ga. 517, 162 S.E.2d 719 (1968).
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