
DIVISION COlURTS.

arrive ait the following resuits for the
above six mionths:
Total number of suit, eûtered........3,250
'Total amount of dlaims therein ............ 81,125,4;04

Doubiing these we get for the year.
Number of suits entered................... 76,500
Amount of dlaims involved ............... $2,250,808

From these figures we adduce the fol-
lowing:
Average numuher of suits for each County . 2,125

Court ........ 283
amount of dlaims for each County .$62523

1ý ~ Caurt ... 8,337

In sixteen Countie8 the nuîmber of suits
is above the average (2125), ranging froîn
5550 down to 2152.

In the remaining twenty, the number is
beiow the average, rangingy from 1976
down to 562.

In tweive counties, the total of dlaims
iflvqlved is above the average ($62,523)
varying fr0111 $209,350, down to $64,868.

In twenty-four Counties, the total
claims is below the average, ranging front
$59,686 dow.n to $20,352. l

While the average number of suits in
each Couinty is 2125, and the average of
dlaims involved $62,523, we see in one
Countv as miany as .5550 sîlits entered,
dlaims to the extent of $209,850 :in an-
other, oi ly 562 suits, for 820,352.'

These are the extremes ; stili the con-
trast is very great, even if we take, siy,
the highest three and the iowest three
Counties, which are:
York ........ 5550 suits.-ClaimS .... 8209,50
aimacoe .... 4976 "149,730
Northumberland

and Durham 3516 " '110,394

Prince Edward 9M4 suits.-Claims........22,970
Carleton .8.......7M
Peel .... «......562 20,352

Our own County (York) stands, of
course, at the head of the list, containing,
as it does, the City of Toronto with up-
wards of 70,000 inhabitants, but, whie
itheads Siinicoe, the second on the list, by
less thon 600 suite, we are surprised to
find that County (SjWcoe> with nearly
1500 more tiian the next beiov it on the
list.

We see then, that even lit the very
loivest calculation, dlaims tothe extent of
at least twvo and a quarter iilions of
dollars are adjudicated upon in the On-
tario Division Courts duringc the year..
So much for ffigures.

On glancing at the report we fin&?
allusion made by the Inspertor to the.
question of the differences in the taxation
of costs existing, between some of tber
Clerks of these Courtsm. Ijniforniity and
certainty are very mucli to be desired ; but-
while a tariff of fees lias been prepared hy
authority, there must of course be cases
where questions of cost corne up, for which
no provision is made. In such cases, as
weii as in ail others, there is an appeal
to the Judge, and if, as wve understa:îd is
the case, constant correspondence. and
communication is taking place between.
the County Judges, as weil by letter as at.
their annuai meeting in Julie, on ail ques-
tions afl'ecting the practice and conduct,
of their Courts, th -re is no doubt that,
in a short time, uniformnity and certaiaty
will be seured. The Inspector alindes to-
the Ilself-interest " of the Clerks in these
matters as interferîn-, with their untier--
standing of the tariff, but where, we ask,.
is it otherwise, where officiais are paid
by fees and not by saiary 1 The saine
accusation might be made against Sheriffsr
the Clerks of the higher Courts, Baîliffs,
&c., and it amounts simply to a,
charge of giving theinselves the Ilbenefit,
of the donbt." Every (lay, with each of
these officiais, a case arises where some-
thing or other lias to be done for whichm
no renumeration is provided.

The fact is that the remarks of the-
Inspector point to this, that the systeni
of payment by fees is a most pernicious,
one, and the sooner it is done away with
the better for ail parties. No doubt
the payment of ail Division Court Cierks,
for instance, by a uniform salary, woulJ
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