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PrACTICE-—BILL OF COSTS—SOLICITOR AND CLIENT—(OUNSEL FEE3
UNPAID AT TIME OF DELIVERY OF SOLICITOR'S BILL,

In Sedd v. Griffin (1098) 2 K.B, 510 the Court of Appeal
Moulton and Farwell, L.JJ.) have decided that it is improper
for a solieitor to include in his bill of costs delivered to his elient
counsel fees which have been ineurred, but not actually paid when
the bill is delivered. and in g0 doing reversed the contrary de-
eision of Jelf, J.

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—NTOCK BROKER—RIGHT OF BROKER TO IN-
DEMNITY FROM CUSTOMER-—PAYMENT MADE RY BROKER WITH-
OUT CUSTOMER'S AUTHORITY,

ha Johison v. Kearley (1908) 2 K.B. 514 the Court of Appeal
{Barnes, P.P.D.. and Moulton and Farwell, [.JJ.) have affirmed
the judgment of Bueknill, J.. (1908) 2 K.B. 82, noted ante, p.
4835, Farwell, LJ., however, dissenied; as intimated in the pre-
vious note of the case, the decision of the majority of the eourt
it is to be feared will hardly commend itself ta the common senae
of the ordinary stock hreker, and even Barnes, P.P.D.. is eon-
strained to admit that the plaintiff’s ease was destitute of merits,

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—LUNATIC NOT 80 FOUND—PERSON AP
POINTED UNDER LUNACY ACT TO CARRY ON BUSINESS OF LUNA-
FIO-~PERSONAL LIABILITY OF AGENT.

In Plumpion v. Burkinshaw (1908) 2 K.B. 572, the defen.
dant had been appointed under the Lunaey Aet, 1890 (53-54
Viet. e, 5). ss. 116, 120, 124, to carry on the business of a Innatie
not so found. The business was carrvied on in the nare of a
firm, and the defendant ordered goods in the name of iite fitm
from the plaintift for the price of which the aetion was hrought
agrinst the defendant personally. The action way tried hy
Sutton, J.. who ..Jd that the defenant was not liable, and his
decisior was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Barnes, P.P.D..
and Moulton and Farwell, L..JJ.) on the ground that the effect
of the order in Tunaey was to constitute the defendant agent for
the lanatie, aud in the abyenee of any evidenee of intention on
the part of the defendant to pledge his personal eredit, or hold
himself out as principal, ho was not Hable,

PRACTICE~ACTION BY FIRM-—ORDER FOR DISCOVERY-—REFUSAL oF
ONE PLAINTIFF TO MAKE DIRCOVERY-—APPLICATION BY Co-
PLAINTIFF FOR ATTACHMENT—J URISDICTION,

Neal v, Kingston (1908) 2 K.B. 573 presents a somewha?
peculiar state of faets, Tt was an application hy a plaintiff to
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