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:rs he subject was discussed by Mr. Juslice Fry, i„ the 

case of BosweU v. Coaks, 23 Chan. Div. 302 The suit 
one for administration, aud the solicitor of the defendant the
?oXeaCfirmofÄd I63" t0 b'd’ .he conduct of the sale being given 
any particulmsThi’ °" ‘h*"' l'ndertaking not to communidate 

pendent of him Th ‘° °Ut the 83,6 whol|y j"de-
hidZ a Pr°perty was offered suhject tota reserved
b dd^ng, and was not sold. Coaks afterwards, jointiy wdh '

witlistandinnfhTi y re'at,on sti11 existed not-
witnstandmg the leave given to bid, but the learned judtre held
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. , , _ v- Ricker „
Appeal (7 Ont, App. R. a8a), when
fuot dismissmg the infant’s petition
L1„e pur^oseyof°ProlZrhed ‘° ^ P'aintiff WaS given h*™
not absolve him from the dlTr" 38 mortgagee- but did 
infant ■ and " Ch’ “ tru5tee> he °"ed to the
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In Crawfordv. Boyd, 6 Ont. Pr. R. 2?8 it 
where the person having the 
the highest bidder, 
purchaser will 
object.

was held that 
conduct of the sale bid, and was

no, h! apP1,cat.,on by him to be confirmed as 
not be granted ,f any of the parties

to the suit

Ramsay v. 
the plaintiff,

»‘DonaU, *0„t. Pr. R. 28j, was „ case whj 
on the settling of the advertisement, made a tender,


