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IMI'ORTANT BUSINESS NOTICE.

Persoms tndelled ta the Proprietors af this Jaurnal ave requested to vemember that
all our pst due accounts hnve besn pliced tn the handz of Slessrs. Pattom o Ardagh,
Atlorneys, Barri, jor collectiva; und thul only @ prompt resatlance (o tem will
sare oosls.

It is with great reluctancs that the Proprictors hare adopled this course ; but they
hare bern omipelled to do 50 in order to “nuble them to meet therr current expenses,
tohwch arevery heury.

Now that the usefulness of the Journal is so generally admlled, it would nol be un-
reasonalble o expect that the Profession and Officers of the (rurls wou'd acomrd st a
leberul supporty instead of allowing themselves to be sued for heir subscriptions.

TO CORRESVONDENTS=Se2 Jast page.

&lre Wpper Canuda Lade Journal.
MAY, 1860.
NOTICE TO SUBSCRIBERS.

As some Subscrilers do not yet understand our new method of
addressing the « Law Journal,” we take this opportunity of giving
an explanation.

The object of the system is to inform cach individual Subscriber of
the amount due by him to us to the end ¢f the CURRENT year of
publication.

This ohject 1is effected by printing on the wrapper of ench number—
1. The name of the Subscriber. 2. The amount in arrcar. 8. The
current year to the end of whick the computation ts made.

Tnus ¢Jokn Smith $5°60."  Thi~ signefies that, at the end of the
year 1860, Jokn Smith 1will be indebied to us in the sum of S5, for
the current volume,

So ¢ HUenry Tompkins $25°60> By this is siynified that, al the
end of the year 1869, Ilenry Tompkins will be indebted 10 us in the
sum of $26, for 5 volumes of the * Law Journal.”

Many persons take S5 G0 to mean 5 dollars and G0 cents.  This
is @ mistake. The G0 has refirence (o the year, and nol to the
amount represenled as due.

TAXATION OF ATTORNEYS BILLS.

It is at present the policy of the law to regulate as farag
possible the remuneration to be allowed Attorneys and
Solicitors for work done by them as such.

This policy, though having wany advocates, is not with-
out some opponents. Many there are who contend that
neither the Court nor any other power should dictate to an
Attorney what he is to charge for his services more than to
the tradesman what he s to charge for his wares, or to the
Iaborer for his labor.

Without discussing the wisdom of the existing policy,
we propose to examine in what manner and to what extent
it is carried intopractice.

Au Attorney or Solicitor is an officer of the Court, and
as such amenable te the Conrt for everything which he does
in the practice of his profession, whether it be the receipt
of mouey or the issue of a writ, a charge made or a suit
conducted.

From this it is argued that the Courts have independ-
ently of any statute power to refer an Attorney’s bill for.
tasation (Soyers v. Wulond, 1 Sim. & St. 97; Williams v.
Odell, 4 Price 279, Wilsou v. Gutterivdye, + D, & R., 736.

This position is sustained to some extent, though not
conclusively, by the case of Watson v. Puston, 1 Dowl.
P €. 556, but in the case of Dugley v. Kentish, 2 B. &
Ad. 411, Lord Tenterden doubted its correctness. And
in Weymouth v. Kuight, 3 Scott, 764, Chicef Justice Tindal
referring to Dugley v. Kentish, said, ¢ The result of
the conference of the Judges on that case was that they
almost unanimously concluded that the Courts had no
autkority independently of the Statute to di.ect the taxa-
tion of Attorneys bills unless uoder special circumstances,
as when an Attorney has been guilty of fraud.”

The authority of more receut cases, and the prastice of
the Courts is certainly in favor of the doctrine advanced
by Chief Justice Tindal (Slater v. Brookes, 9 Dowl. P. C.
349.  See ex parte Cardross, 5 M. & W. 515).

1t is not now usual for the Courts to vefer a bill to taxa-
tion, otherwise than under some one or other of the Statu-
tory provisions giving express authority so to do. In each
case where the right is disputed the contest is whether the
services charged for are such as can be referred under the
Statute, not whether the Court has power independently of
the Statute to make the particular reference.

Until recently the Statute under which references were
made was 2 Geo. IL cap. 23, s. 28, passed in 1720, which
provided as follows :—

«1. That no Attorney or Solicitor should commence
or maintain any action or suit for the recovery of any
fees, charges, or disbursements at Taw or in Equity
until the expiration of one mouth or more after such At-
torney or Solicitor should have delivered unto the party or
parties to be charged thierewith, or left for him, her or
them at his, her or their dwelling-house or last place of
abode, a bill of such fees, charges and disbursements, writ-
ten in a common legible hand aud in the Eaglish tongue,
(except law terms and names of writs,) and in words at
leogth (execpt times and suws), which should be subscribed
with the proper hand-writing of such Attorney and Solicitor.

<2, That upon the application of the party or parties
chargeeble by such bill, or of any other person in that



