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He',on an appeal, that knowledge on the
part of C. that the transfer wvas heing made 10

a nominee of the company wvou]d have vitiated
the transfer, but as there wvas no evidence of
any sucb knowledge, and as the transfer wvas
made for a consideration paid to the " manager
in trust " with no notice of the character in
whici lie wvas to hold the shares, there wva5 a
valid transfer which xvould relieve the flrst
holder and impose (as against creditors) liabil-
ity on the transferee.

1,. A Lou~tn Q.C., for the appeal.
I/i/ton, contra.

Practice.

<Soua of Appeal.] [Jan. 14, 1890.

1., irE O'DoNOHOE, A SOLICITOR.

S'o/jî i/or aZIi client P--rav cipe ordier for fé,aaion
of b//i and ecô'n1in,4' Jîerisdù-tion of ta-
in,,g oficer under -Jnquiry re/atii«g Io bulis
not re? rredî.

B>' an order obtained uipon praccipe a certain
bill of costs was referred 10 taxation, and the
taxing officer Nvas clirected 10 take an account
of ail surns of nioney received by the solicitor
of or on ai count of the applicants.

Linder this the taxing officer taxed the bill
and took an account of the moneys received by
the solicitor, and in -so doing ioquired mbt and
determined the validity of a disputed agree-
nient iii the nature of a compromise reiating to
solie older bis of costs flot referred 10 taxa-
tion, but which the solicitor ciaimed shouid be
aiiowed at their face valuie against mioneys re-
,ceived by him, and which the applicants
ciainied sbould be aiioweil oniy aI the amount
settied by the disputed agreemnent.

Hea', Per HAGARTY, C.J.O., and BURTON,

J.A., that the officer had no jurisdiction under
the order to determine the validity of the agree-
ment.

Per OSLER and MACLENNAN, JJ.A., that hie
had jurisdiction.

The Court beiog divided, the decisions of
ARMOUR, C.J., and the Common Pleas Dîvi-
sional Court, 12 P.R. 612, were affirmed.

The solicitor, appetiant in person.
W M. Douglas, contra.

MACLENNAN, J.A.] [Sept. 25.

Rt: NORTRt- BRUCE DOMINION ELECTION

PETI'IION.

MURV. MCNIî.L.

E/c/ion petition- Tinme.for jlZing-Aftcr oj7c-C

hours-Solar lime.

Motion by the petitioner to disallow the pre-
liminary objection to the petition filed by the
respondent. The objection 'wvas that thc peti-

tion was filcd after office hours on the last day

for filing it.
il. G. Cameron for the petitinner.
AMcCarthy, Q.C., for the respondent.
MACLENNAN, J.A. 1 arrn of opinion that the

preliminary objection must be disallowed. 1
think the rule as t0 the keeping thc offi'ýes of
the court open from ten to three, or from te"
to four, as the case rnay be, is merely àirectory

and for the guidance of the officiais, and does not

forbid themn to keep their offices open to a, taler

hour, if they think fit, or if the business requires

il. Sec Ro/ker v. Eu/Pir, 10 [J.C.Q.B. 477-
This petition, therefore, was in lime, the office
being stili open, andl the petition having been

received by the officer, altough it %vas after

three o'clock. . . . 1 amn, moreover, of

opinion that the petition was in time in aniY

view of the Act anti the rule. 'it %vas received

by the officer as of th'at day, and Mr. Camerofi,

who filed it, swears that il wvas then Dlot so
much as a quarter past thice by the public

dlocks.......he officer's act in re-
ceîving and filing the petition on that day and
granling a certificate of the faict must be up)-

held, unless displaced bv clear and satisfactory

evidence. It is common knowledge that the
lime kept by the public dlocks in Toronto is

standard lime, and that standard time is sevenO
teen and one-half minutes faster than so1ar
time. . . . That being so, the petitiOfl
was in reality flted before three o'ctock, aiid

was in lime according 10 the striclest construc-
tion of the rule. There cao be no doubt that

upon a question like this a party has the rigbî
to insist, in the absence of tegistation or a rote

of court, that sotar lime sboutd govero ; CI

v. Mars14 3 H. and N. 866.
The objection witt be disallowed with C05 t s'


