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FnEIxTY IBON-D--SUTY-DFPULT OP PRINCIPAL-Pl.AL IN-
TEREST ON DEPÀLOATioN-LIAiBMITY OP SURETY.

Board of Trade v. Empfloyers' LiabilUt y Assurance Gorpora.
tion(1910)2 K.B. 649. This ivas an action on afld-elity bond given
by the defendants to secure the due discharge of his duty by a
trustee iii bankruptcy, or if he should fail therein that the surety
should «niake good any loss or damage. occasioned to ilie
estate, by any such default of the bankrupt." The priiwi.
pal impropti-ly retained £50 in his hands for me y2ars,
and on hie defauit being discovered hoe wus rernoved froin
office, and purstiant 4o the J3ankruptey Act he waq suir.
charged with interest at the rate of 20 per cent. per aunn
on the suni iniproperly retaincd. The principal made good
the £50 but net the interest, the present action was brouglit
to recover the interest against the sureties. Philliirnore,
J., who tried the action held that the defendants wvrre
liable, but the Court of A pppal (Williams, Moulton and Buclà,
L.JJ.) reversed his decision, holding that the 20 per cent, iii-

terest wvas iti "le nature of a penalty veich in a certain eveuit
the pritieipai became liable to pay, but it wvas net covercd by t1uý
language of the bond, so as to niake the stirety liable tixerefor,
the principal on failure to pay this intercet flot being a bre.cli
of hie duty as a trustee, and the penal interest for whîch lie 1he-
camne liable flot being a loss to, the estate.

COMPROMSE-SOLICITOR'S AUTHORITY TO COiipRomisr ACTION-
ABSENT 0P CLIENT GIVEN UNDER MISUNDrRSTANDING.

In Little v. Spreadbutry (1910) 2 K.13. 658. In this action
before it came on for trial, the solicitors of the parties arrived
at a settiement and a memorandum thereof was signed by the
solicitors. This rnemnrandum was read over to, the defendant by
ber solicitor or hie son and the defendant seemed te assent to it,
and thereupon the action was by consent oî both aides struck out.
It turned out afterwards that though the defendant seetmed te
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