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in giving notice to, terminate his lease, flot being the natural result of the acts
of the company, he could not recover compensation on the footing that he was

vt ~ entitled to a fourtcen years' lease, and that he could flot rr.cover compensation
j! in respect of an injury uhich %vas merely prospective, and wvhich did flot exist

at the time of making the dlaim. Compensation was allowved on the footing of
J, the claiz ,ant having a lease on!>' up to the i i th November, %vhen hie terrninated

it by notice.

CONE-COY'DttCT 0F AÇTION-COMP OMISE.

Mattews v. Münster, 2o Q. B. D. 141, is a case to which we have already
referreci. Sec ante, p. 2. The facts %vere shortly these: On the trial of an
action for malicious prosecution, the defendant's counsel, in thc absence of the
defendant, and without his express a, thority, consented to .1 verdict for £1350
with costs, upon the understanding that ail imputations against the plaintiff wcre
ivithdrawn. On this being commnunicat-dc to the dlefrndant, hc repudiatcd the

1 compromise, and now mnoveci the court to set it asîde and for a ncw trial ; but
the Court of Appeai (Lord Esher, M.R,, Bowcn and Fry, LL.J.), affirming the
Queen's Bench Division, refused the motion, holding thlat the relationship of
counsel andi client is not merely that of principal and agent, but that counsel, so
long as his authority is unrevoked, has, subject to the control of the court, an
« "unlimited power to do that ivhich is best for his client."

ADM.NINISTRATION -ADýMINISTRATIlON DE 13ONIS NON - GRANT l'OLEA'I JHU

CITATION OF RFSIDUARY LEGATEE.

Only twvo of the cases in the Probate Division scemn to caîl for notice herc.
The first is Re Wil/de, 13 P. D. i. This wvas an application for administration
de bonis non, by a specific legatee, in which it appeared that the residuary legatec,
who %vas resident abroad, had notice by a letter that representation of the estate
was requ .red, andi suggestion that he should renounce, to which he had made

k no reply; and it albo appearing that he had no beneficial interest, there being no
residue, à. was held that the grant might be made without requiring the residuary,

ý5 legatee to be citeci, or to renounice.

WILL-MISTACE IN TRANSCRIBING DRAPT WILL--WILI, ALTERLED BY COURT TO CORRESPOND>
WITH DRAFT.

Re Bus/teti, 13 P. D. 7, strikes us as a somewhat curious case. Upon a will
being propounded for probate whereby the testator had bequeatheci a legacy to,

6

the IlBritish Royal Lnfirmary," it wvas shown by affidavits that the legacy in the
draft of the will was to the "Bristol Royal Infirmary." This draft had been reaci
over to the testator and executed by him, andi subsequently the engrossment
had been executed b>' him without being read over. Andi, subject to an affidavit
being produced that there was no such institution as the " British Royal Infirm-
ar>',» the court granted probate of the will vvith the word ".Bristol> substituted

fo lBritish."


