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IMP~ORTANT P1ISESS NOTICE.
Peesoflo i?:teUed ta teS Propnolors o! £hii J,;i.ntia are. reltiteÀi la rceî ieqr Chat

ait 'or is1 elup ocoufti hor Ien phic«I in (tr landex of Mgssrs. IPatho, dÇ Ard',lyl.
.AUiorneys, Ilarrte, for collcctu.n; aod tlalI ndy' a lerQns5d rcidatcc i ient Wou
sare 0<'s.

1£ os wdth greal nelaîctance Viol the PMiot have adopted this ceins,; but thoq.
liane leco n>le tae do sa. io order go. -nabote thetet to inezi thei current erpclucs,
ooh.ds arc r»ry hcan.

X4W thai Uic tueiltocu ffice rornal isa getienllyodmiled<£l woulld e n.
reaxonull Io ezpeci Vonat the Ifu'sandI Oiccers o.'if (l(turit tcoulti accir ito
li.erui support, ititead rf aUoiciîzg ilirymselnes tuobe soleil for ter sbrieiis

Te COttFst -ISS- e gIs1oe.

MA«Y, 1860.

NOTICE To SUBSORIBERS.

-As saime Snliscri.ers do no£ yei under.stand our new method of
addressiny the IlLawe Journal," tee take t/Lis opportunity of 51L2fly

an explanalaon.
The ohjee£ oif the sijîtern fi la inform, each individual Subscriber of

the anount due kyi lîirn to ris to the end rf the cunntE.,ç year of
publication.

This oIeject fû effec£edl by >ninq o9 n the iorapper of ecc number-
1. The namne of the Subscriber. 2. The amount in arrear. 3. The
current year to tAc end of wchicli t/ce computai ion is moade.

Titus l'John SauùA$5'O. T>'i- si'j'fn's tA ai, ai the end of the
year 1860, John Smnt f i l le indébtcd to ris in the suirn of $5zi, for
the currcnt volume.

Sa Illenry TonopYins $,'25 '60 " By tMis is sijYnzfied Chat, ai the
end of the year 1860, lnry Taflpkins tudf lic indcelced la t in tAe
sum to!$25, for à volumes cf thc IlLaw Journial."

Mlany persans Cake $5 '60 Io mean 5 dollars anzd G0 ccnts. Th, is
ia mistake. TAe Il6GO" has refsrtnce (o the y£ar, and not (o tAe

amount representcdl as due.

TAXATION 0F ATTORNEYS BlILLS.

It Îs at present the poliey of' the law te regulate as far as
passible the rcîuuneration ta bie alIawed Attorneys and
Solicitors fur worl. donc by tbein as sucli.

This policy, thoughlihaving iiiaîy advoeates, is net with-
aut Saule opponents. Many there are Nvia cantend that
neitlier thc Court nor any other powver should dictate to an
Attorney ivhat lie is ta charge for h is services more than ta
the tradoesmian lat hoc is te charge for bis %varies, or ta the
laborer for has labor.

IVitihout discussing the ivisdonm of t existing policy,
lire propose ta examine in wlhat niner and ta vvhat extelit
it is carricd !îîtopractice.

An Attorney or Soliocitor is n ofilcer of t Court, and
as such ainenable te the Court for evcrytlîiîg v'ichil lie ducs
lit the practice oi' his professio>n, whethcr it be the reccipt
aof iitaîy or the issue aof a writ, il charge mde or a suit
conducted.

Front this it is nrgued that the Courts htave independ-
entiy aof any statute poiwcr ta refer an Attorney's bill for.
taxation (So.yers v. 1lIalond, 1 Siini. & St. 97; 1lirinis V.

Ode/I1 4 1>rice 279, l1,7/ou v. Gnileritige, 4 D). & R., 736.
Thtis poeition is sustainced ta sote extent, thotigh nat

eonclusively, by the case ai' liason v. l'est n, 1 Dowl.
P C. 556, but in the case o ai'Djoz, v. KcntisoIi, 2 B. &.
Ad. 411, Lard Tenterden doubted its correctncess. And
inl ll?11înouih v. liniilot, 3 Scott, 761, Chic? .Jnstice Tindal
rcferring ta Dajlory v. Keiitisis, said, Il Tite result of
the conference of the Jndgems an that case %vas that they
alniost unaniinously eauceluded that the Courts had lio
authority independcntly oi' the Statute ta di.cct the taxa-
tion ai' Attorneys bis un!cess under special circumustances,
as wluen an Attorney bas been guihu.y ai' frtud.>

The autharity of umare recent cases, and the pran.ice of
te Courts is certainily ini flivor aof the doctrine advaticed

by Chie? Justice Tindal (Slticer v. Brookes, 9 Dowl. P. C.
349. Sec ex parle Ccsrdross, 5 M. & W. 545).

It is lot nowv usual fer thc Courts ta rci'cr a bill ta taxn-
tion, aotherwise titan under sote anc or ather aof the Statu-
tory provisions giving express authority sa ta do. In ecd
case where Uic rigltt is disputed tîte cantest is wltethcr the
zservices chargcd f;ir are sucli as can be refcrrcd under tic
Statute, nlot vhcthîcr the Court btas power iindcpendeutly ai'
the Statute ta mniake t particular reference.

Until receutly the Statute uuider whiichi refercuces wcre
mnade was 2 Gea. II. cap. 23, s. 23, passcd in 1729, whichi
providcd as foilows -

i4 . That lia Attorney or Solicitor sltould commence
or tuaintain any action or suit for tite recovcry ofai'cy
fees, char-es, or disboursexncnts at L.aw or iii Equity
until thecexpiration aof anc muonth or more aftcr sueh At-
toruey or Solicitor should have dehivered unta the party or
parties ta bc chargcd therewith, or left for hum, lier or
thein at ]lis, lier or tlheir dwcelling-ltnuse or Iast place of
abode, a bill of sucit fees, charges and dishursenients, writ-
ten ilu a cottinton legible bîand and in tc Englislh tangue,
(except 1,iw ternis and naines ai' writs,) and in words at
Ieugth (cxcept turnes aud suums),,wichl sbould be subscribed
ivitit the proper h-,nd-writing ai' sueh Attorney and Solicitar.

Il2. That upon the application aof the paruy or Parties

chargceable by such bill, or ai' any othçr persan in thqt
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