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ehis-Ax etui -lerugIte i ý uprrn Cou rt -C osAdjudyod
1,k be Paid on ,Scaile f (àtq('uuirt .llowncc ofr Jnrwe

Rume 2.

Anl appenl byý Ille dlefuidant froýiti the taxation of the 1ntf'
ilt8o an action harOug in the SiqpreeCuo (MIJ)ntario

W.J. llanley, fier thle dlefendant.
F.W. Denton,. for thle plaintiff.

iIDDLETUN, J. in a %wnon judginent, said tAt hy the iudg-
tpant ini the actin co\tere gi\en to file plaintiff on the( scale of
tte District Cor îhu e-f.The Senior Taxing Ofilcer al
Toronto had aowdan increaseud counsel foe within the, iinits of
the( CounIty Co)urt tarif., The sole contenitioen of the dedn
was that wr ii a lurieCutato, ot r wre ponl
j1he he clteTxn fie ~linitedl hy the ltarifïiof ('ount v
Coirit costs t; a 11naxirutunii fee of $ 2,-. The Jildgi, of thi. (ont
C'ourt ltuay inrei1ase the fve, but it isý said that the T,:Iinlg ( ffleor

hIM Wb Sueh oer The lear]ned Judgv was of opinion thlat ti'.s
(.ontention could nlot prevail. The ta1xation waýs in the Suprem-ne

(fut; the offivurs ol the Sur In out wero lo su-k lio applv to
the ta\ation the( Iroviine o! the taif of the ('ounty Court ; andi
the Sinior T-axing t fflii-er al Toronto had juriisdlictionl Vo allow anj

jcaedfee(. This eetil hd ee the prciefor. the last
la years, and it. ought not to Ye Nnefec ith. Rlule '2 says

ttit.a t.o ail mnattes flot provided fo in the Rules the practice
sihaM 1e regulated by analogy thevreto,

Thie appeal sholild he disrnissed, wvithi coas fixedl Mt$0


