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înterested, though flot named as lessee. TL,. executors claimed
that a part of the assets should be retained to answer possible
contingent future liabilities under the ]cases, but Byrne, J., held
that this ought flot to be done unless there is a privity of estate
between the executors and the lessors, which there was flot ii. lhe
present case.

RECEIVER-Cos-rs - INDENINITY-CHARGES OF FRAUD-COSTS 0F DEFEF,;ISG

ACTION.

A: re Dunit, Brinklow v. Singléton (1904) i Ch. 648, is a ca>e
which seems to shew that a person undertaking an office of trust
may incur !iabilities iii respect of his fiduciary character, for which
he may flot be entitled to indernnitY out of the trust estate. In
this case a receiver had been appointed in the action, and an action
wvas brought against him, charging him with fraud in his character
of receive-. He successfully dlefended the 2ction and it was dis-
missed with costs, which he ivas unable to recoý'er f-orn the
plaintiff. These costs lie now claimed to be paid out of the estate
of wliich lie liad bee.i appointed receiver :but Byrne, J., came to
the conclusion that the guiding- principle on whicli receivers are
entitled to indemnity against costs incurred by them in defendin1g
actions is, that the defencc of the action wvas for the benefit of the
trust estate. Here the charges against the receiver were personal,
and the (lefence of the action being of no benefit to the estaec the
receiver's claim to indemnity iv'as rejected.

VENDOR AND PURCHASER.- PURCHASER"S INTEFEST IN LAND-JtUDCNF.\T

CRF.DITOR 0F Pt'RcHASER-R.CEIVER 0F PURC-IAsER'S INTEREST-NOTICE-

REscissioN 0F CONTRAcT ON %IONEV PAVMENT TO PURCIIASER.

In /xidout v. Fou.'/er (1904) i Ch. 658, the plaintiff recovered a
judgrnent againist onie Greeni, w~ho hiad cntered into a contract with
die defendant ta purchase certain lands for £2,850 and liad paid
£300 as a deposit and been let into possession of the property.
Thie plaiîîtiff in August, 1902, obtained an order, appointing Iiiim-
self, on gTIVInIg security , receiver of Grcen's interest in the land
under thie contract of sale. Hec gave notice of this order to the
defcîidant in August, 1902, buIt did not perfect his security as
reCeiver ulItil MaY, 1903. In March, 1902, the defendant had
.giveni notice to Greeni, i-esciningii, the contract and forfcitin., -his
deposit, and ini MIas, 1902, Gireen hiad commcinced in 'iction
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