
HODGINS v. LINDSA9y.

RE CoLEmAN-LpNNOX, J.-OCT. 8.
Executors-Claimt of Estate under Con tract-Uncerfai 1Y of

Construction-Com«promise-Approvol of Court on Bekaif of
Infants.]-After making his wlll, Joseph H. Coleman, niow de-
ceased, entered into a contraet for the sale of certain proper-tice
and a business ho was carrying on, for $20,000, and this contr-act
was current at the time of hie dcath. Arnongst other thigs,
the contract related to a business carried on in Hamilton, offly
51 per cent. of which belonged to the testator. The purchaser-
contended that by the written -olntract the testator agcdto
sûIl him the entire interest, flot mcrvily% a 51 per cent. itercet in
this concern. Thc meaning of the contract was uneritaiin, and
th(, executvrs took the opinion of two eminent counsel i ri Toront o.
The 49 per cent. interest could only be obtained by 1payoviet of
$5,000. This would leave only a net sum of $15,000 tdo be paid
to the estate. In the end, to avoid litigation, thc puirchaser
offered to ho at the loss of one-half thîs disputed( arniiounti, that 18,to increase his purchase-nioney by $2,500, thus noetting thoe ettate
$17,500. The counsel ahove referred to advised the acceptance
of this sum, and ail the aduits initerested and the Official i ardl.
ian advised that this sum be acccpted. The executors now rnoved
for the approval of the Court on behalf of the infantesnerse
ini the estate. LENNOX, J., said that ho w-as of opinion that the
carrying out of the sale upon these ternis was ti the initeft of
the estate, and approyed of the sale at $17,500 ILe %vas also
asked to approve of the purehase of a residence for thc wvidow
and family in Toronto, to cost $6,500. There was rio apecillo
property in sight. The learned Judge said that, as soon aN
there was something definite to aet upon, this part of the app)lli..
cation could ho renewed. Costs of the application, ineluing the
costs of the Officiai Guardian, out of the estate. James Fraser,for the executors. F. W. Harcourt, K.C., Officiai Guardian, for
the infants.

«HonoîNs v. LINDSAY-PALCO.INBRIXE, C.J.K.B.-O)CT. 13.
Negligene-jInjury Io Bic yclist by M1otor Veii~ueof

Rad-Excessive Speed-EvÎdenceDa»wi(gesc
0 8 st.8 j -Act ion

by an infant and hMa father to recover d1anagos aiigfromn aninjury sustained by the boy front the negligence of the defend.ant. The boy wau riding a bicycle upon a publie highway, andthe injury wau eaused by a motor vehicle driven by the defend-


