
48 ANà LAW JOURNA.

Ontario Judge, that the renmneration of the professional nman "can
ho better estimnated by the resuit attained and the care and skill
shewn in what is done, than by any surination of items each
attached to an individual inove in the garne phtyedi with living

I persons." Solicitors have thought that the mnagnitude of the
interests involved for the client should.have some bearing on t
an'tount of the charge they are entitled to niake. This feeling hias
heen evidenced by t.he tariffs adopted by various County Law
Aseociations, pro'viding for fees proportionate to the valk.e of the
property dealt with, the amnount of the capital of companies

Jincorporated, etc. It also appears in- the somewhat general
practice folloived by many solicitors wlien delivering bills to theji-
clients, of setting out in detail the sci vices rendered and charging
at. the end of the bill w'hat kil callcd a. "lump fee" to cover ail.
It bias, however, beeii aliiost universaill acceptcd that the law
did flot recognize the principle of the Coun"y Association tai' ifs,
and the "lumnp fee" bill, and that if trouble arose between the'
solicitor and bis client necessitating taxation or suit to recover the

nount charged, the solicitor, if required, muet furnish detailed
chai-ges. The very recent tîccision of the Second Appellate

-~ 1Div'ision of the Supremne Court of Ontario, in the case of Lynch-
"W union, v. ,Soierfflle, 1 5 Ont. W.N. 303, reversing the saine
case in 43 O.MAI. 282, is one of rnuch interest to, the profeségion
at. large, and mill undoubtedly have a mnarked bearing on the form

i taken bv buis of eosts liereafter delivercd by solicitors to their
clieûits. The resuit of the decision would appear to be that in, at

s all events, the majority of bills, detalled charges are unnecessary
* for the purposes either of action or taxation.

When the importance of the question to tlie profession is
con8idered, it is somewhat surprising that there are not more
reported decisions on it than can be found in the reports. The
cases where the solicitor bas been allowed to charge by way of
"lump fee" or on a commission busis are very few. Among theI ep.rhest in Ontario are Re Richardson. 3 Ch. Ch. R. 144, and Re

k Att or nys, 26 U.C.C.P. 495. The bwiýi of these deeisions appeared
to be that the, percentage principle rniglit be applied where the
work done by dhe solicitor wvas similar to that of an ordinar%
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