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mum on the subject. The pre-
vailing feature of these changes-
if tliey have aily feature-.is the
triumiph of the younger men. But
tlie most certain conclusion t<) be
drawn is that there is a shiriukage
iii business. Wlien dissolutions
corne about we can be sure that it
is the resuit of a conviction by
one that lie brings more to the
firm than lie tak'es out, 'and that
his partuer absorbs more of the
earnings than lie contributc-s to
tliem. We are ail the time in re-
ceipt of information that points to

a, state of distress in the prof ession
in Toronto, but of course the fact,
if true, is better hîdden than pat-
raded, and no great ý.,ood can arise
froin publication of sucli a state
of affairs. Yet the tiling iis get-
ting so patent that a«, reference
to, it wîil not be out of place,
especially in view of flic fact that
w'e are soon ho have a further
batcli of young lawyers turned
out by the Laiv School. W e
think the situation in Toronto is
not improving, and that the fact
sliould be u.nderstood.

RECENT ENGLISH CASES AND NOTES 0F CASES.

Is the solicitor rersonaally bou-ncl
to 'repay, costs 'which he lias re-
ceiv.ed uinder a-n order of the
Court o~f Appeal on that order
being reý,versed by the House of
Lords ?y

1IIOOD-BARRS v. CROSSMAN AND
PRICHARD.

[T. 291; W. N. 80; L. J. 159: L. T.
481; S. J. 847.

No, said the flouse (,,f Lords,
the party only is Iiable to repay
--not the solicitor employed;

thus, affirming the decision of the
Court of Appeal.

'Aie entries in a cliary mnade by; a
dlecea.sed solicitor i)% the coibrse
of his bisness «drniissibie as
cvidence?

ECROYD v. COULTHARD.
[L. J. 1 61 ; W. N. 25.

'Mr. Justice North, after a
careful revàew of ail the authori-

hties, held that sucli entries were
not admissible,,- for aithougli
mnade in tlie course of the de-
ceased» solicitor's business, lie
-%vas under no duty to, makze sucli
entries. (Rawlins v. Riekards
(1860), 28 Beav. 370, and J)riqztt
v. Leqerton (1861), 2 De G. F. &
JT. 617, doubted; dicta; of the
Court of Appeal in Hope V .
Hope (1893), L.J.N.C. 110, fol-
lowed).

Does the .Afarried, JVc.7rnen's Prop-
erty Act, 1893, appbj whtere a
qna'rriecI worncn, a de fendant
in aun actio-n, appeals açjamiut
the decision given?

HOO0D-BARR v. HERIOT.

(T. 291; W. N. 80; L. J. 159; L. W
461 ; S. J. 84'7

The Court of Appeal lield
that the Act giviug the Court
power to, order payment o? costs
out of lier separate property,
not'witlistandingr a restraint on


