
My15, '884.]
CANADA LAW JOURNAL.

ln cOnnection with this case attention
%31a be caîîed to the recent decision of

gUso , J., In re Standard Fîre Insur-
%eCo.) Which wiil be found noted in this

~lIIber of the JOURNAL.

SO0LICITORS, CHiARGjs--TAXATION-PR.SSURtE.

Trhe case of In re Lacey and Son, at p.
301, reqires a brief notice. There, a

tenat having an option of purchase of thefe t a given price on the terms of his
faYig ai the vendor's costs, gave notice

Ir ecember, 1882, of his exercise of the
ipti0fl, and stated that he should not re-
qulire anl abstract of titie. The time for

Coll'a tiO ar as March 25th, 18,but it

thttecomplejji»n should be six weeks
û-rir, and that the property should be

corIv ydi tw los He sent his draft
beceyance for perusal before the end of

Cerber. On February 2nd, 1883, the
-eln4or's Solicitors sent in their bill of costs,
CoI'rsinlg certain charges to which the

as,%er's solicitors objected. The yen-
'j Solicitors, however, refused to allow

Pet'On uniess they were paid, and on
rI'eby I4th the purchaser paid them

Chase Protest, and compieted the pur-
Chaes After' thià he appiied for tax-

atone Of the bill. The Court of Appeal,
dtsehOid that, having regard to the

Wa ,there was no pressure, and that there
t4t "0OverCharge amounting to fraud, and~taere were therefore no speciai cir-
ClttalCes to authorize taxation after
t Aft e* Cotton, L.J., says, at P. 30:

re ~. Paymnent speCial circumstanCes are
qpeisite to authorize taxation, and theseýPc l Circurn tances must be pressure,

In gs ver-charges, or over-charges
8, as to aMount to fraud. It Cannot

ing tod tathere are ovei- charges amount-
11, shra and I think that pressure is

At MORtra"n-OA ENAT...,CTMEGIR

li 3 328 a case of Ex parte Fewings,5 fleyd, requires notice. A mortgagor

covenanted in his m6rtgage that if the
principal money, or any part thereof,
should remain unpaid after the expiration
of the time limited, he would, 50 long as
the same sum or any part thereof should
Ilremain unpaid," pay fo the mortgagee
interest for the principal sum, or 'for so
much thereof as should for the time being
Ilremain unpaid," at 5 per cent. per
annum. After the expiration of the six
months, the mortgagee recovered judg-
ment against mortgagor on the covenant
for the principal sum and interest in
arrear. The Court of Appeal, over-ruling
Bacon, C.J., held that the covenant being
merged in the judgment, the mortgagee
was, as from the date of the judgment,
entitled only to interest on the judgment
debt at the rate of 4 per cent., (the legal
rate in Engiand), .and was not entitled
under the covenant to interest at the rate
of 5 per cent, on the principal sum. A
passage from the judgment of Fry, J. at
P. 355, explains the, decision : "lWhen
there is a covenant for the payment of a
principal sum, and a judgment 'has been
obtained upon the covenant for that sum,
it is plain that covenant is merged in the
judgment, and, if there is a covenant to,
pay interest which is merely incidentai to
the covenant to pay the principal debt,
that covenant also is merged in a judgment
on the covenant to pay the principal debt.
0f course a covenant to pay interest may
be 50 expressed, asnot to merge in a judg-
ment of the principal; for instance, if it
was a covenant'to pay interest so long as
any part of the principal should remain
due either on the covenant, or on a judg-
ment."

VENDOR AND PURCHASER-MISLEADINQ CONDITIONS OF SALIC
-MISLEADING STATEMENTS OF AUCTIONEIER.

As to the next case Heywood v. Mallalieu,
at P. 357, space oniy permits a note that
in it specific performance of a contract for
a sale of a house was refused on the
ground that the conditions and particulars
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