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REV'IEW 0F OURRENT ENGLIS8H CASES.
<R.gatered in accorda.nce with. the~ Copyright Act.)

SoLicrron PitroFw8zoxAL miscoNDtiCT - DEBT-coLizcTrzzq
AGENCY-PAflENT 0F SOLICITOR BY COMMISSION ON DEBTS
COLLECTED-CHAMPE~RTY-51 & 82 VIOT. c. 65-(R.S.O.,
c. 172, e. 44.)

In re Solicilor (1912) 1 K.B. ;02. This was an application
to strike a solicitor off the rolls for prof essional misconduct.
The application, as required by the English Solicitors Act, 1888,
waa made to the Law Sooiety, (see R.S.O., c. 172,o. 4). It appeared
that the solicitor had been party to the formation of a debt-
collecting coinpany, and had financed it, and controlled its affaira,

W ~and had used it as au adjunct to his business as a solicitor, and by
means the. Iof he systematically solicited debt-collecting business,
without disclosing his connection with the compa. y; that he

~ acted as solicitor for the company in collecting debts and was
~ 'j.paid by a commission proportionate to the amount collected, and

in unsuccessful cases disbursetnents only were charged. The
~ k Committee of the Law Siociety found that this constituted pro-

fessional maisconduot. The Di visional Court (Darling, Bankes,
and Hamilton, JJ.) held that the Committee was justified la their
finding, aud aiso held that the termes on which the solicitor con-
ducted actions for the company amounted to champerty; and

* the court also held that the defimr.ion of "infamous conduct in a
professional respect" on the part of a medical man in Allisoit

Mýt v. Geiteral Cou neil of Medical Education, etc. (1894) 1 Q.B. 750,
~z 2applied to, professional mnisconduct on the part of a solicitor;j, viz., that "if it is shewn that a mnedical man in the pursuit of his

profession has donc something with regard to it whi'eh would be
reasonably regarded as disgraceful or dishonourable by his pro-
fessional brethren of good repute and competency, thon it ia open
to the General Medical Couneil to say that ho has been guilty
of infamous conduct in a professional respect."

lji SoLiciroR-BILL ercosrrs-D2LIVERY 0F SOLICITOR'B BILL-
~ii DazLvE.Ry By POST-DATIU 0F DELIVERY--$oCLI.ITOR'S ACT'

1843, 6 - 7 VICT., c. 7.3, el 37-(R.S.O., c. 174, s. 34,)

îU Browne v. Bkowk (1912) 1 K.B. 316. In this case the Court
ci Appeal (Williams and Kennedy, L.JJ., Buckley, L.J., dlissent-
ing) has affirmed the judgment of the Divisional Court (1911)
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