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It may be well to notice two or three of thc very few instances in which gifts
froin a client to his solicitor have been upheld. Oldlutin v. Hassd, 2 Ves. 259e wu

case in which a large sum of moncy had been recved. by the solikitor for -Là
clients, aý i the latter made the solicito>r.a present of £;.,ooo The case is tiot very 7
fully reported, but it would seecm that in the course of to~t the aris i
sorne way or other, which is not explained in the report, ratifled the gift,, whoh.
under -the cir-cumstances wsuped But hoiw they came ta bring a suit to utL
aside the transaction, and thon in that suit ratified the transacéttorfthey soughto- -

irrnpeach ; andi how it wvas that after the ratification the case carne to be submnitted
to the judginent of the Court, is not apparent <roin anything that appears in -the
report itsclf. On the whole, therofore,this case appeara to bé stîtgentrîs, and cari-
not be considered as an authoriti, establishing any general principle. In Harri:
v, Treineteerd 15 Vos. 34, the suit was brought by the representatives of a deceaqed
clie it to set aside certain leases granted by him to ;-is solicitor, who wvas aima a
distant relative. Some of the leases were purely voltuntar gifts na.de by the
client ta the solicitor on the former recciving an accession of fortune. One had
becui purchased by the solicitor frorn the client, and another had been granted by
the client under the following circunistances .1The solicitor being about to be
rnarried, wrote ta his client ofièritng ta purchase the leasehold as a provision for
his intended wife -,but the client refused to sel, and instead, insisted on Making a
gift of the lease. This last tran ;action and also the gifts of the other leases were
upheld, but the lease purchased wvas set amide on the ground that there was not
sufficicent evidence that it was a proper bargain, and tliat a fair consideration had
been paid.
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PARTLY ILLEG.%L- JO2qTltAOt TEY TG APECT TUMf C.OVASE

LOu;,ld V GPilewilde, 39 Chy. D. (,,5, is an illustration of the doctrine that
where a cuntract is founded on a consideratitn which is partly illegal, it is void
altogether. In this case the plaintiff gave the defendant's assignor a bond ta
secure £3,ooo, the consideration for which wvas that the plaintiff should be frec
fromn any legal proceedings or other consequenres, for having introduced one
Cannor tu the defendant's assignor, through whom ho had lost nioney ; and the
Ilaintiff alsa gave the defendant's assignor a rnortgage as coiateral security for

* the bond. The action v'as brought ta set amide the securities as having been
* given under duress, but the evidence, though it failed ta show any duress,

nevertheless eutablished that the consideration for the securities included
stipulations that certain crimînal procecdings which were periding against
Connor should be conducted in such a way either that the plaintiff's name
should not be mentioned, or that if mentioned ho shoubd bc exonerated fromn ait
biame in connectioù with the transaction; ane' held by Stirling, JthoLt


