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PRACTICE-PRDUCTION OF DOCUMENTS-PRZVILEGED COMMUNICArIONS,

Lowden v. I3lakey, 23 Q.B.D., 332, is a decision of Denman and Charles, JJ.,
upon a question of practice. The defendant in the action had been a successful
plaintiff in a prior action to restrain an infringement of his trade mark, and at
the conclusion of the action he drafted an advertisement of the proceedings for
publication in a trade journal ; before publication the draft wvas submitted to
counsel, and, as settled by him, wae published. One of the defendants in the
prior action brought the present action for an alleged libel in the advertisement
so published, and he claimed the right to inspect the draft advertisement settled
by counsel. But the Court considered that on the authority of MVinet v. M-orga n,
8 Chy., 361, the document wvas privileged hiom production as being a confiden-
tial communication to counsel.

PR ACTICE-COSTS-J URI DICTION 0F JTJDGE TO DEPRIVE SUCC!SSFUL PLAINTIFF OF COSTS- Goo
cAusz '-LxsrE s wRitTTsq " WITHOUT PRr&JUDICLZ"

In Walker v. Wilsher, 23 Q.B.D., 335, a verdict wvas entered for the plaintiff by
consent for £ioo. In disposing of the question of costs, Huddlcston, B., took
into account letters and conversations which had passed between the parties
'Iwithout prejudice." This theCourt of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Lind-
ley and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that he should not have done, and that they could
not constitute " good cause " for depriving the plaintiff of costs.

PRc-aE -THiRtD PARTY l:OTICE-SE4RVICE OUT 0F JURISDICT!OY :ý. XVI. R. 48-(ONT. RULrS 329.)

In Disbout v. Macphersoni, 23 Q.B.D-, 340, A. L. Smith, J., decided that where
an atction is brought for a breach within the jurisdiction of a contract which,
according to the terms of it, ought to be performed within the jurisdiction, and
the defendant dlaims indemnity from a third party, the Court may allow service
of notice of such claim on the third party out of the jurisdiction.

INSUftANCE (MARINE)-IM~PROPER NAVIGATION.

In Canada Shipping Co>. v. British ShiPowners Mutual Protection Association, 23
Q.B.D., 342, the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Lindley and Bowen, L.JJ.>
unanimously afflrmed the judgrnent of Charles, J. (22 Q.flD., 727), which we
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t.ction, but the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Lindley and Bowen'
L. JJ.) overruling Grantham, J., held that it was no bar. This case also *decides
that the husband cannot be made liable for ante nuptial debt of his wife which
accrued against the wife more than six years before the commencement of the
action, and a judgment recovered against the wife does flot affect the husband
80 as to prolong the perfod. of limitation.,


