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proceedings at hie own expense, or that the defendant e bol1itors
inight be. directed to furniah him at bis own expense with a eopy
of the lit of claims and copies of affidavits relâting thereto and
to give hlm notice of _al- pjeig rnl&ting..to-olaim- agaiist

theestte Paicr, .,held that the applicant had no right under
the rules to what he asked, and that it was purely a inatter of
discrètion, and there being no suggestion that'the plaintiff would
nlot do his duty in contesting claims of creditors, tbe application
for leave to attend was refused, but without prejudice to any
further application as to any particular claim the applioant migbt
desire te dispute. As te the copies of documents required, he
held that they might properly be furnished him on hi. paying the
coits thereof.

AUCTxONEaR-SALE SUBJECT TO REsERYZ BiD-LOT KfNOCKED DOWN
AT LESS ýPHAN RESBERVEM FRIOEI-RESEBvED BID.

In McMarnus v. Fortescue (1907) 2 K.B. 1 the plaintiff sued
an auctioneer for refusai te complete a sale at auction at which
the plaintiff was the highest bidder. The sale in question wae
advertised as being aubject to a reserved prîce, the plaintiff's
î,id was the highest, and the property was knoeked down te him,
but on the defendant discovering that the plaintiff's bid was leua
than the reserved price, he refueed to complete the sale. Philli-
more, J., who tried the -action, dismissed it on the ground that
there was no legal duty on the part of tlue defendant to sign the
inemorandum of sale or otherwise complete the sale; and the
Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Cozens-Hlardy and Moulton,
L.JJ.) affirmed hie decision on the grouind that the sale being
subject to a reserved bid the offering of the property, and the
acceptance of the plaintiff's bid, and the knocking down of the
property te him, were ail subject to the condition that hieq bid
should exneed the reserved prîce, and it not doing no, he had no
ground of action.

LANDLOUD AND TPNÂNT-LEAISE--FOBITJR FOR N;ON-PÂYMUNT
op 1UNT-UINDERt-LZS8ZE--TENÂ&NT-RELiEF AGAI1NST FORPEi-
TURE--C.L.P. ACT, 1852. (15-16 ViOTv. o. 76) s. 212-(R..O.
o. 170, 8. 25).

Mooreu v. Srnee (1907) 2 K.B. 8 was an action of ejectinent by
landlord against tenant for non-payxnent of ieznt. The action
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