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The only case in the Probate Divisioun which,
it is neceBsary to note, is In the Goods of Reid,
ii P. D. 7o. ThIis -as an application to re-
'Voke letters of admîinistration, with the will
annexed, %vhich had been granted ta a womian
whoir had subsequently maî-ried. She had con.
tracted ta seli certain leasholdg af the estate,
but the purchaser objected ta complete the
purebase unies-, lier husband joined in the
coîîveyances ; her husband, liowever had d e-
serted hier, and his concurrence could nlot be
obtained. For the purpose of conipleting thie
sale it wvas desired that the letters of adminis-.
tration shorild be revoked and a new grant
miade to a thi'' party. but Brett, 1. held thi.
could îîot bc done, and the Ct'îrt of Appeal
afirmed his decisiuîî.

Scrr,Ol- AGMNr.

Turning iiow ta the czases in the Chaniccrv
Division, 'il rC SCheleCS, 322 ClV. 1.). 245, deserves
a brief notice. Ltindon solicitors, acting for-
country solicitors dulv authorized, obtained an
order foir taxation of'costs. The petition for
the order was indorsed %vith their own name
w ithout the naine af' their principals. On
motion tif the client the urder %vas set aside

'~irrepular. but without costs.

Sl'ATtITE 0l Â'D-GATOtBSiTI.

In Miles v. New Zealand Alford Estaec Co.,
32ý Chy. D. 266, the plaintiff was equitable,
înaitgagee (if certain shares in the defendant
can'pany, of which, he had given notice Wa
the coinpany. By the ternis af the articles of
association, it was declared that the i-ompany
shoulci have a first and paraniauint lien upon
the shares of even- inenîber for bis debts, lia-
bilities, and engagements tf the company.
After the plaintiff had given notice of his
inortgage, the inuïtgagoi, who was alsa a direc-
tor of, and vendor to the campany, %vas threat.
eried with proceedings, and ini cansequience
gave a written guaranty for the paymnent of a
minimum dividend for the perioid of ninety
years. No consideratian for the giving of the
.exaranty appearid on the face of the instru.
ment. The defendants claimed ta bc entitled
te priority in respect af this guaranty over
ffie plaintiff's mortgage. Narth, J1. belli that
there ivas sufficient ccniideration for the

guaranty, but follomeing the decisioti ai Fietd,
J.. in Bradford Banking Co. v. Eriggs, 29 Chy.
D. 149, which had not then been reversed, lie
held the defendants were not etititled ta pri.
arity. On appeai, Cotton andI Fry, LL.J.,
although agreeing that if there had been a
valuahie cansideration for the guaranty the
defendant company would have heen entitied
ta priority on the authority of the decision ai
the Court of Appeal iii Bradford Banîking Co.
v. Br'iggs, 31 Chy. D. i9, were hawîever or
opinion that there was noa sufficient evidence
af any intended dlaim b, the cornpany or the

1 sharehoiders against the guarantor, or n
contract binding the company to abandon sucli
d caim, and therefore, that the gaaranty was
without consideration. Bowen, L.J.. on tilt
other liand, agreel with North, J. The resait
was that althaugh the niajority, af the Court of
Appeal dîffered with North, j., on bath points,
they nevertheless affir-iied bis decisian.

LuNATIf'-%ENI)JU AND VUiVH5vR TE, ACT. IfI'

In Re Coiting, 32 Chy. 1). 333, certain persans
hiaving been authorized by the court to nakr
sale of certain property af a lunatic, eflected
a sale, but, before payment of the putrclisse

imoney or execution of the conveyance, the
lunatic died. The present application was
nmade under the Trustee Act, i85o, ta have the
deceased lunatic deelared a trustee, ami for
the appointinent of another persan as tnustee
to complete the sale. -. the Coutrt af Appeal
heltI the order could not be mnade; that a vendor
cannot be deerned a trustee within the Trustee

*Act until hoe had been s0 dticlared bv the de-
cree of the court, inasmuch as there« mlay al.

*ways be a question whether the cantract could
bo enfarced by a suit for specific performance;
andI that it would bo extreunely incanvenient
to declare a vendor a trustee upan a petition
,on %which that point could not be decided.

*JOINT STOCK COMPANT-BlUSCIIPTION FOI% 5}IA1IF4 l'y
AGENT VIRBALLT APPOINTNII,

In re WhiUely, 32 Chy. D. 337, wvas al' appli-
cation b; a pertaon who had been placed ciu
the list of contributories of a compRny being
wound up ta have his naine removnd, on the.
ground that the. subscription for the shares

Ihad beeon madIe by au agent verbalIr appointed.
andI wats therefore flot binding. But the Court
of Appeal (affiroffing Bacon, V.C.,) heitI that
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