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he had a moment before been contending: "Mr. -- ,did you; ever try to chew
sawdust and whistle at the saineti'?

He was, both as a judge a id as a mnr, a Canadian of wham Canadians May
welI be: proud,and will be remcrnhered in our hitory as one of the giants of his

COJll'.EN 7S ON C(RR LANT ENGL S/I DhC IS IONS.

The short ;)oint dctýrmined by North J., in Henderswi v. Bank of Austra/asià,
40 ChY. D. i7o, \vas siimply this, that a rcsolution by a gencrai meeting of pr
prietors of a bank athorizing thc directors to pay a haif yearly pension for five
years for the benefit of the famil)? of a duýceasedi officer of the bank, %vas illira vires
of thc compan1y, and coulci fot be iinter-fured with at the instance of any objecting
proprietor, adopting the reasoning of l3owcn, L.J., in Hamfrsoli v. Price's Paient
GandIle GO. 4. LJ. ChY'. 437, he camec to the conclusion that iii such cases the
payments inust not only bc bona fi/e, but must also bc such as are reasonably
incident to the business of the company,--in short diat " the lau, docs flot say
that there are to bc no cakes and aie, but there are to be nio cakes and ale except
such as are requiredi for the benefit of the company."

MoaxoAs-PIoRrY--NEL!ONCE- 0eIsnoNTO- OBTAIN TITLE-IIEEDM - POM1TPObigMEN<1 0F
FIR$T BQUITABLE NIORTO;AGE To t3EC0Nt

Farrand v. Vorkç/uebre Banking Go., 4o Chy. D, 18:?, is a case which eniphasizes
the difference \vhich exists in Jaw~ as ta the effect of negligence upon the rights
of legal and equitable mortgagees. This xvas a contest for priority between twa)
equitable inortgagees. The fir.st rnortgage in point of date was in respect 'of an
advaiice made by the plaintiff to the mortgagor to enable hitu ta purchase a
property, on the understanding that upon the purchase being completed the
titie deeds would bc handed over ta the plaintiff. The nortgagor, howevcr,
neý,lectcd ta hand over the deeds as agreed, but deposited them w;th the defend-
ants, by wvay of equitable mortgage, ta secure advances, and the defendants
retained themn for twventy-two years and subscquently obtained a conveyance Df
the legal estate, Nvithout notice of the plaintiff's prior advance. North, J., held
that under these circumstances the dcfendants were cntitled ta, priority. and that
as betw.een two equitable mortgagees, negligence, such as' omission to obtain
possession of the title decds, is sufficienit ta postpane an equitable mortgage
prior in point of tîme ; and that it is flot necessary, as between equitable mort-
gagees, as it is in the case of legal martgagees, that t4e negligence should amount
ta fraud.

MEMn>Rn OF PARLIA-43NT-PIVILEGE YLuXI ÂREST

An re Gent, Gent-DaviL v. Hlarris, 40 Chy. D. igo, a question arase whether


