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SIGNATURE 0¥ SOLICITOR~~SUBSCRIPTION BY CLERK FOR SOLICITOR.

In France v. Dution (1891), 2 Q.B. 208, an attempt was made to extend the
principle of Reg. v. Cowper, 24 Q.B.D. 60, 533 (see ante vol. 26, p. 295), in which -
it was held that a lithographed signature of a solicitor was an insufficient signa- -

;t’ :‘:Z A4 ture to particulars of a plaint i!.l the County Court in order to entitie the solicitor
quired to th.e costs of entermg the plaint, I.n'the present case, by (.‘,ounty Cour!: rules,
cex. ] certain sums may be a}lowed to a solicttor .for preparing pe‘xrtxculars.of claim and
itness . copies thereof, ¢ proytde@ that such particulars and copies are signed by the
-§  solicitor,” The particulars in question were signed by the solicitor’s clerk, who
had the mansgement of the matter, and it was held the signature was sufficient.
ANTS OF The distinction between the two cases is somewhat fine; in the case of a litho-
' }  graphed signature, it is usually printed before the document is filled up, and
iff had -} may not be a signature to a completed document. It is possible, however, that
1 their after the document is rompleted the cierk may affix the master's signature by a
.name § stamp, and we presume that would be within the present case just as much as if
hat he f| he had written the name.
«d that 1 ‘
LOPES, | PrACTICE--PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS—DOCUMENTS BELONGING TO SOL4CITOR—PRIVILEGED GOM-
] : MUNICATIONS.
:ation.
In O'Shea v. Wood (18g1), P. 286, an appeul was brought from the decision of
—(O~T,

Jeune, J. (1891), P. 237 (ante p. 300). The Court of Appeal (Linc'ey, Bowen,
. aud Kay, L.J].) while agreeing with Jeune, j., that the documents belonging to
i4, 18 2 the solicitor could not be ordered to be produced by the plaintiff, yet decided that
vd the | an affidavit did not sufficiently protect the documents from production by merely

18 a‘}i‘; stating them “to be privileged, as communications between the deponent and her
lamtll solicitor,” but that it is necessary to show that such letters are professional .
. II;‘; . communications of a confidential character.

uld be

al had ADMINISTRATION —JOINT GRANT TO WIDOW AND TWO ELPER SONS—CONSENT OF MINOR,
splain. 1 o : - .

np In § I'n the goods of Dickinson (1891), P. 292, a joint grant of administration was
gl an made to a widow and her two eldest sons, all parties interested consenting, in-
claim- -3 cluding a younger son, & minor, who was in his twenty-first year. -

liddle- § I'n the govds of Mann (1891), P, 293, a deceased person left a will limited to
shange e property abroad, which was proved by the executors in the foreign court;
‘aPP“' 4 but she died intestate as to her property in England. Under these circum-
ins, | 4 stances, a grant of administration was made of the property in England to the
>rsc;na,l 4 sole next of kin.

ndla‘_]ts WiLL--CHARITABLE GIFT—LAPSE AVTER DEATH OF TESTATOR—OC¥PRES.

s elaim : |

% and, In re Slevin, Slevin v. Hepburn (1891), 2 Ch. 236, the Court of Appeal (Lind-

arising.d ley, Bowen, and Kry, L.JJ.) overruled the decision of Stirling, J., noted ante p.
nay be %8 204, and held that the gift to the charity having failed by reason of the institu-
 good i tion coming to an end after the death of the testator, the legacy did not fall into

the residue, but went to the Crown for analogous charitable purposes.




