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ested in, the fund, at Ieast for the purpose of producing the best reSUltithe
way of fricome. consistent with safety, as the careful investigation by the judgesl
or b-v a.. officer of the court, of investments presented by suitors or beneecîiaries
or by recognizing- the approved copne when appoine trseesse
to ha've paid out to themn the funds of the trust as contended for in the Ca~above cite(1. If the contention be correct that the interests of the PersO'l[entitled to the funds are param-ount, then the xvhole question should be faceIf on the whole it be thought that Trust Companies should be used as geniefinvesting agencies, then the court must consider whether the comnPet'tîIla second, or third, or fourth Trust Company should flot be invoked to producethe best resuit to those persons for wvhose interests the judges are responsible.

COMMIENTS ON C URRENT ENGILISH DECISION\S.

WVe continue the L-a\N' Reports for April.

LONDON AGENT 0F COUNTRY SOItC[T'OR--~INTy-REs.r ON COSTS.

The question in 1IVard v. Lawson, 43 Chy.D., 353, xvas siînplY this'~~whether, where a country principal recovers from his client intercst on1 his Cssis London agent is entitled also to interest on his agency fees included jjsc
costs. The Court of Appeal (Cotton, Lindley, and Lopes, L.JJ.) decided tb
in the absence of any special agreement for interest, the agent \vas not en1titlÔand the decision of Chitty, J., to the contrary was therefore reversed.

J UDICIAI. INQUIRY-DomESTIC FORUM -PErisONAI, INTERFST OF MEM13ER O>F 'rRIiT4AL* a
An important question is discussed iii Leesoit v. Gencral Con 1 1 Of 3MedidEducation, 4. Chy.I)., 366. The plaintiff, a medical practitioner, was chaegeby the înanaging body' of an association of medical men, called IlThe 4 f eDefence Union," Nvith infamous conduct, and an inquiry or(lere(I by \ýjhClGeneral Couincil of Medical Education "into the alleged charge, 01 ro11lquiry the plaintiff xas found guilty, and bis naine ordered to be renV Wefethe register. T\vo out of the twventy-nine persons who held the inqulirYf ~also members of the Medical Defence Union, but were ,Qt meînbers Of h.iiY*managing body of the Union, and had taken no0 part in pron-lotingr the 111 l'The plaintiff in the present action sought t eranheG eal theCouincil from removing his name fronî the register, and fronî publh5h1ng 0resolutions wvhich they had passed with respect to his cond uct, onthe rthat the two persons in question were disqualified froin taking part in the 1dwhich was therefore invalid. But the Court of Appeal (Cotton, Bowen, aliattu

L.JJ.), though divided in opinion, .affirmned the decision of North, kiotwo members of the Medical Defence Union were'not disqualified frofl taaidpart in the inquiry. Fry, L.J., who dissented, considered the princîPe frffdown in Regina v. Allen, 4 B. & S., 915, was wide enough to preclude thexljgacting and to invalidate the proceedings; and it may be reinarked that theJ


