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49-6T }fe Law Reports for May comprise 24 Q.B.D., pp. 505-625; 15 P.D., pp-
35 and 43 Chy.D., pp. 469-637.
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LXCITOR AND CLIENT—ASSIGNMENT OF CHOSE IN ACTION—ASSIGNEE BECOMING SOLICITOR IN ACTION
~GARNISHEE—ORDER—PRIORITY.
Davis v. Freethy, 24 Q.B.D., 519, was an interpleader action. Davis, who
era .SoliCitOI‘, purchased from one Marks a claim, for which he‘ had recovered
triq ‘;ct of £250 in an action of Marks V- Raphael. After the assignment, a new
Teg tegs~ granted, and Davis then tfeC?me the solicitor in the action, whlc?h
Teqip, In another verdict for the plaintiff for t.he same amount. Frfeethy was a
“Phac; of Marks, a.nd, after the secofld verdict, attached the debt in Marks ;
Unge, t}»land he claimed that the assignment from. Marks to Davis was void,
thy e a.uthority of Stmpson v. Lamb, 7 E. & B., 84, in which it was demfjed
3 solicitor could not legally take an assignment from his client of the subject
the ®f of a suit in which he was acting as solicitor. But the Court of Appeal,
“Phg 4pp rov}ng of Simpson v. Lamb, distinguished it from t.he present' case, and
cli th,e assignment because it was made before the relation of solicitor a&nd
e ®Xisted; and a contract so made is not affected by that relation being
quently entered into.

LITHOGRAPHED SIGNATURES.

wﬂslgiThe Queen v. Cowper, 24 Q.B.D., 533, the effect of a lithogf'aphed signature

Cogtg s;ussed. Under the County Court Rnles, in order to entlFle a plaintiff 1:0

pres%: a solicitor, the solicitor is required to sign the particulars. In the

With Cas.e the signature of the solicitor was lithographed. F.ry, ]., agreemg;

Tuleg, Divisional Court, held this was not a sufficient compliance with the
Lorg Esher, M.R., however, dissented.

PRACTICE—INSPECTION—AFFIDAVIT OF DOCUMENTS.

do In Wideman v. Walpole, 24 Q.B.D., 537, the plaintiff had made an affidavit of
or :‘ents which contained the usual clause, that he had not in his possession
applie‘;er any documents save those produced by him. The defendant ntC;]VZ
Blajpy; on motion for the inspection of 2 document which he st.ated was 1n
foundi S ROSSession, and he believed CO‘ntained matters relatlve' to ‘the ;335;’
Plaintirflfg his affidavit on the fact that, in the course of an examination 0 L i
Moy, she had produced the document for the purpose c'>f refreshing tlfe
&pplic;y .38 to a date. The plaintiff made no counter affidavit 1n answeg to b
Perp,: tion, but relied on her former affidavit of documents. She was ordere A
g _t}{e defendant to inspect, and the order was affirmed by Huddlestone, B.,

llllam
s, J.
QUEEN'S PARDON—EFFECT OF.

Hay v, Fustices of the Tower Division of London, 24 Q.B.D.., 561, a Divi-
ourt (Pollock, B., and Hawkins, J.) were called on to consider the effect



