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High Court,

disposing of the costs in two actions on bills of
costs brought

by solicitors against their clients. A referve{cllfz
was directed to the local taxing officer at Windsor to takf -
bills, and further directions and costs of the action and re em
ence were reversed.  The local officer made his report, fr’(c)he
which both plaintiffs and defendan_ts appealed. Upon Fr
appeals MurEDITH, J., sent the bills for revision to 'rds.
Thorn, senior taxing officer at Toronto, and afterwiion
adopted his report and disposed of the appeals.” Upon mo b
for judgment on further directions GAI{R()W, J.A., geql
judgment in terms of the report as varled‘ upon _the fappn(;ef
and awarded plaintiffs the costs of the action and refere

The appeal was heard by Boyp, (., MEereprTH, J.

R. U. McPherson, for defendants,
F. A. Anglin, K.C., for plaintiffs,

Boyp, C.—I think the disa}gosal of the costs of reference
came up to be dealt wi

th as on further directions by the
Judge, and were not subject to the provisions of Rule 1180:
which applies to Summary Proceedings, and not to cagelﬁ
where a writ has been issued and a judgment given in which
the costs of action are reserved till after the report of the
taxing officer,

This indeed hag been alre
the appeal to my brother M

The costs of reference

ady determined in this case upon
eredith,

as part of the costs of action have

been given to the solicitor by my rothey Garrow, and no
ground has heen pointed out w}

ich would justify us in inter-
fering with hig discretion,

The costs of that re
tiny, as it appears inex
have been occupied in t

In view of thig bu
not give costy of this

ference should pe subject to close geru-
plicable why 9y days as alleged should
axing the bills of cogtg now in question.

rden to he borne by the client, I would
appeal to the solicitors,

.\l'mnam'ru, J.—1I agree in the result,
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