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tion, alleging that the defendants had agreed to charge only
the aninunt of the eosts ilihat had beteii taxed agaiîst; G ree4n, atid
Sued for payrnent of the aint so rictained by defendants.
Defendants then applied to the referee and obtaiued an order
giving theni leave to) deliver an ainended bill of comts as a9ainst
the plaintiff and referring the sanie for taxation, directing the
taxing officer to tax the costs of the refercuce and eertify what
should be found dite to or front either party iu respeet of stieh
qmended bill and of the costs of the referenee, to be paid accord-
ing to the event of the taxation, nuid that ail proeeedings shouhi
be stayed. An appeai by the plaintiff from this order was dis-
inissed by thc Chief Justice. The plaintiff tIeni appealc<l to the
Full Court.

IIeld, that thc plaintiff wù4 entitied to have tIe jne4tion as
to the existence of tuie alleged agreemient 1eteriinciid by al trial
iii the ordinary way and that the order was wrong iii tirecting
a stay of proceedings. Under Rtile,,i 965-967 of the King's
Bench Act, and 6 & 7 Viet. c. 73 çlImp.), whiclh i4 4tili iii for(,e
ini Manitoba, an order for taxation of a solieitor's bill . obtained
on the application of the solicitor, 4hould not eoiitaiin a, elause
directing the client to pay the ainint founid due: Re Deben-
haus and Walker (189,3) 2 Ch. D. 430.

Q uore, whether there should have beeca any order for taxa-
tion of defendant'g bill before the other questions rai4ed had
been decided lit the trial: Re litait, il Betiv. 600. Ilowever, lis
couinsel for plaintiff, upon the argunment, iîtated that lie was1, wiii-
ing to have the quantumu of the (lefenýidant'4 bill ascertained by
a taxation if the stay of procedings were renioved, it w'as not
deemed necessary to decide that question.

O'Connor, for plaintiff. M. P. ilson, for defeiidanit4,

ril1 Court.] VÀI.ENTINUZZI v. ILIFN.ARUZZI. [Jime 25.
Atttichntet-Kikig's Bench Act, lult 82-1mp. tStat., 23 & 24

Vict, c. 127, s. 28-Solicilor's ri.qht to charge ont proce<'ds of
attachme.at for Ais costs.

TIc plaintiff began an action of debt and procinred un order
for attachinent under whieh a quaiitity of chiattel property wvas
seiyed and sold by the sheriff who rcaizcd therefroni the suii
(iof $350.65 after paynient of bis fees and expenses. Several
parties claimned the ehattela or portions of thema, but in inter-


