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SiG.NATURE QF 8OLICITOR-~5PSRIPTION BY CLERC FOR SOLICITOR.

In France v. Duttot (i891), 2 Q.B. 20 '8, an attcmpt was made to extend the
principle of Reg. V. Cowper, 24 Q.13.D. 6o, 1 533 (see ante vol. z6, p. 295), in which
it wvas held that a lithographed signature of a solicitor was an insufficient signa-
ture to particulars of a plaint in the County Court in order to entitie the solicitor
to the costs of enterng the plaint. In the present case, by County Court rules,
certain surns may be aÀlowed to a solikrtor for preparing particulars of dlaim and
copies thereof, Ilprovided that such particulars and copies are signed by the
solicitor." Thepjartictulars in question were signed by the soiicitor's clerk, who
had the management of the matter, and it was held the signature was sufficient.
The distinction between the two cases is somewhat fine; in the case of a litho-
graphed signature, it is usuaiiy printed before the document is fiiled up, and
niay not be a signature to a compieted document. It is possible, however, that
after the document is r ompleted the cierk may affix the mnaster's tigiiature by a
stamip, and we presumne that would be within the present case just as rnuch as if
lie had written the name.

PRIACTICE-7-PRODUCTION 01? DOCUmENTs-DocuMENTS BELONGING TO SOIACITOR-PRIVILXGED rom-

MUNICATION.

In O'Sitea v. Wood (1891), P. 286, an appeal wvas brought from the decision of
Jeune, J. (1891), P. 237 (ante P- 300). The Court of Appeai (Linc"ey, B'nwen,
atid Kay, L.JJ.) while agreeing with jeune, J., that the documents beionging to
the solicitor couid not be ordered to be produced by the plaintiff, yet decided that
an ,affidavit did not sufflciently protect the documents from production by merely
stating them " to be privileged, as communications between the deponent and ber
solicitor," but that it is necessary to show that such letters are professional
communications of a confidential character.

ADM 1NISTP.ATION -JOINT GRANT TC) WIDOW AND TVO ELPBR 'SONS-CONSENT OF b4iNOR.

lit the goods of Dickinson (i891), P. 29,., a joint grant of administration was
made to a widow and her two eldest sons, ail parties interested consenting, in.
cluding a younger son, a niinor, who was in his twcnty-fixýst vear.

Ise the gouds of Maite (i891), P. 293, a deceased person ieft a will iimited to
herv property abroad, which was proved by the executors in the foreign court;
but she died intestate as to her property in. England. Under these circum-
stances, a grant of administration was made of the property in England to the
sole next of kmn.

WILL---CHARITABLE rUFT-LAPSE AFTER. DEATH 0F TESTATOR-CY2RÈS.

lu re Sievins, Sievist v. Hepleurn, (1891), 2 CI. 236, the Court of Appeal (Li;ad.
lq, Boweii, and Kry, L.JJ.) overruled thu decisiun of Stirling, J., noted ante p.
204, and heid that the gift to the charity having failed by reason of the institu-

tincoming to an end after the death of the testator, the legacy did flot fail intoteresidue, but went to the Crown for analogous charitable purposes.
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