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cited ini Bulier's " Nisi Prius," 7th ed., ?. 33S, co nidered " unsatisfe«
andi wrong in principle, and he refumsd ,to-ffow IL t~ y, L.J., on the eth« *t ,

considèred that where an action i; ýti»e4 iy a frü, undèir the rules the costa rês
eokwti event, unless the Judge or tbe Coiurt "ah~u for good cause oth=4w4eý-.:

order.Y The plaintiff conrnequently has a rkght costa against botb defOnWt.û
and it is for the Court or judge, and flot zhe Mi .iter, to modify the e.ffct èi
ruie. At -p. 536 he says" In mny opinion the effeet of the- nile whidihe~
laid down by the Master of the Rolls would be 10 vest in tht. Master dihtetioti.
which, by virtue of the rule, belongs only to the judge."

P-RIATIS-WILL-ExrECUION IN4 TT{M FORM OF A DEEX-ATTESTI40 wITWÈSÉ~ UNABLE TO jÊý
ECUTION.

In the goods of Colyer, 14 P.D. 48, probate was granted of a wJJ-l oxecuted ini
the form of a dee'1, notwithstanding that the witnesses, though proving their stg
natures and that of the testator, were unable to swear positively as to the cir-
ctimstances of its execution.

PR)I'tWILPRIL Olt TOTAL REVOCATIU&

In Trelonr v. Leait, 14 P.i). 4q, the facts were that the testator, after duly
executing hîs wIwhich was in five sheets, each of which was signed by himme&if
d(nd initialled by the attesting witnesses, took out three sheets and substituted
three new onus, which he siened, but which are flot attested. He did not alter
the date of the will nor did lie re-sign it, nor wvas it re-attested. Butt, il, heid
that the will wv 3 fot entitled to prohate, and with the consent of the pa.rties,
pronounced for an intestacy.

VEN1oUR AND PU1&CH ESF.-I'k)WER Qi4 SALE-C.OMPANY-SALE UY1 MTGAGER TO COM4PANY IN W11

HE~ is A SAE11.tAER.

Farmar v. Farrars, 40 Chy. I. 395, Nvas ant action brought by a mortgagor to
se~t aside a sale niade bv' the inortgagee under the power contained in the mort-
gage, on the ground that the sale had been made to a Coinpany in which the
tnortgragee w~as a shareholder. It was held by Chitty, J., and affirined by th.e
Court of Appeal (Cotton, Lindley and lioen, Lj.>J. that the sale could inot b.
set aside meîrely on the grounid of the relationship betweeti the mortgagee and
the purchasers, but that the existence of that relationship, which was knowvn to.
the purchasers, created such a conflict of interest and dut% as to throw upon the
purchasers the burden of upholditig the sale, and that the Comipany had dis-
charged themselves of this burden by showink; that the tnortgagee Iîad taken &Ul
reasonable pains to secure a purchaser at the best price, atid that the price given
%vas not at the tine inadequate, though miore tnight have been obtained by Post-
poning the sale. Lindley, L.J., who delivered the judgrnent of the Co»st of
APPeftl, saYS at P. 409, - A bale by a person to a corporation of which ho i a
nianiber is not, either in form or in substance, a sale by a person ta liimself. To
hold that it ig would bx- to ignore the prmnciple which lies at the root of the 10.W
ide.a of a corporate body, anid thât ides. is thât the corporate body is disti*Awk
the persoma eomposiig it. A saeby a membe-r of a corporation to the corpedweli
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