
ENGLISII CASES.11

PiA CTIcE-DiscovFRY-AFFID.AVIT OF DOCU MENTS;-PRIVILEGE-
DOCUMENTrS COMING INTO EXISTENCE FOR ?I'RPOý: OF LEoeXL
ADVISER AND TO ENABLE HlM TO CON-DUCT DEFENCE.

lu Birrningham and 1M. & M. Omnibus Co. i. London and
R..Ly. (1913), 3 K.B. 850, a questionl of paetiee is deait

with. In an affidavit of document-,, the defenéant objected to
produce certain documents as privilegea, on te~e ground that
tlwy had corne into existence after litigation was in coiltempla-
Ifi. and in view o'f such litigation, and for th1 purpose of
ohtaining, and furnishing for the defendant 's scilcitor evid-
'once an(l information whieh cou]d flot be obtained otherwise, and
to ejiable hiua to conduet the d fence. The Englîsh Rules en-
able the court or judge to inspeet documents, which are al-

lgdto be privileged, ani, after inspection of the documents
iii question, the documents w'ere found to be privileged. and
the Court of Appeal (Williams, and Buckley, L.JJ.) refused
to order their production, and laid down that it is ilot necessary,
in an affidavit claiming privilege on thae gr-omnd for the de-
pýonent, to state that the do"uîncnts were obtained "so]e]y'' or

m1ierely'' or ''prmarily'' for the solicitor, it is, enough that
tht-y were obtained for the solieitor, as materials lipon which
professional advice could be taken in proccedingo pendîng,
tirî-atened, or anticipated.

SOLJICITOR AND CLIENT-BILL, 0F C(k.r-1>ART.Y AND PARTY COSTS

TAXED AXND î.î>Bîi FOR SOIITOR AND (CLIENT COSTS.

Ili r( Osboriii (1913) 3 K.Bý. 862. Tu this case the question
w- whether a bill of eoslts hetweeîî sohicitor and 4lient should
l)roperly inieltde the costs bc-twcen party -anîd party which had
heen taxcd and paiti. The, Court of Appeal (Williams and1
Biiclev, 1,1J.) held, affirming Channel, J., that it should.

Il.l.kE(GITI.Nl.TE (11,)-I.ITN~(F- RXFOP 'RET

CORIM BORATIVE EVIDENCE-C(ONVINvc'o OF rt--r.\TIVE F.\iI]Eii

I UE. V. c. 36, s. 2 (ONT.)).

Mahv. DiL-leyc (1414) 1 K.B. 1. This ivas an application
aiga iîst the 'putat ive failhîr of mi ilIegitiiate cl1ild to conipul
hua to pay -for itq maintenanee. The Enýr1islî Act provides that
on sincb application the luîîeorroborated e idenice of the înotheî
as to Ihe 'parent-age of the' clild is insiufieit ut (se 1 Ueco. V. e.
36i. s. 2 (Oit.) ). In corroboration of the inoth, i 's evidence, proof
was giveil of the trial and conviction o? file alleg'd fatlîîr roi,
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