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COMMENTS O'N CURRENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

The Law Reports for May comprise 24 Q.B.D., pp* 505-65 [5 p .
49,65; and 43 Chy.D., PP. 469-637.

'lICIOR ANr, CLIENT-ASSIGN MENT 0F CHOSE IN ACTION-ASSIGNEE BECOMING SOLICITOR IN ACTION

viv. Preetky, 24 Q.B.D.,59 was an interpleader action. Davis, who

SOiio purchased from one Marks a dlaim, for which he had recovered
tri t of 0 in an action of Marks v. Raphael. After the assignimente a new

Wls granted, and Davis then became the solicitor in the action, which
eslilted in another verdict for the plaintiff for the samne amount. Freethy was* a
edi'to Of Marks, and, after the second verdict, attached the debt in Marks v.

kme, and he claimed that the assignment from. Marks to Davis was void,
~"l'Er the authority of Simnpson v. Lamb, 7 E. & B., 84, in which it was decided

htaSOlicitor could not legally take an assignment fron' his client of the subject
~tter of a suit in which he was acting as solicitor. But the Court of Appeal,

upheld aPproving of Simnpson v. Lamnb, distinguished it from the present case, and
cletthe assignment because it was nmade before the relation of solicitor and

Sbe existed; and a contract so made is not affected by that relation being
'--tently entered into.

i LITHOGRAPHIED SIGNATURES.

diQueen v. Cowper, 24 Q.B.D., 533, the effect of a lithographed signature
'cOSussed. Under the County Court Rules, in order to entitie a plaintiff to

reeof a solicitor, the solicitor is required to sign the particulars. In the

Scase the signature of the solicitor was lithographed. Fry, J., agreeing
the Divisional Court, held this was not a sufficient compliance with the

Lord Esher, M.R., however, dissented.

PRACTICE-INSPECTION-AFFIDAVIT 0F DOCUMENTS.

due 1lVideman v. Walpole, 24 Q.B.D., 537, the plaintiff had made an affidavit of
ti ýents which contained the usual clause, that he had not in his possession
a wer any documents save those produced by him. The defendant now

plied on motion for the inspection of a document which he stated was in the
n'sPossession, and he believed contained matters relative to the case,

pli'ghis affidavit on the fact that, in the course of an examination of the

t tf she had produced the document for the purpose of refreshing her
q1 r as to a date. The plaintif muade no counter affidavit in answer to the

,but relied on her former affidavit of documents. Sewsodrdt
t the defendant to inspect, and the order was affirmed by Huddlestone, B.,

,I illiamns J.

QUEEN'S PARDON-EFFECT 0F.

%iri e2Yv. Yustices of the Tower Division of London, 24 Q.B.D., 561, a i-
0a ourt (Pollock, B., and Hawkiflse J.) were called on to consider the effect


