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(8) and (ID) Counsel fees on the argument beore the appellate
Court on appeal, from the order made at the triai, first counisel
$200, second counisel. $50. This appeal -as of course arguied
witli the appeal from the judgment of the trial Judge in the act ion;
and on that appeal only one coumsei f ee Qf $80 was allowed. in
view of the two notices of appeal and the two order8 takien out,
an additional fée of $25 should be allowed.

(10) The reinainîng items had reference to a motion made
to the Appellate Division for leave to appeal to the Supreme
Court of Canada. The learned Judge agreed with the view of
the Taxing Officer that these items, if allowable at ail uinder thie
order made, should have been included in the eosts taxed Mi the
Supreme Court of Canada.

The appeal froni the taxation was, therefore, allowed to thie
extent of $25 under items 8 and 9, aud disissed as to the othler
items. No costs of the appeal.

MmDDLErON, J. JANUkRY 26thl, 1918.

BAILEY v. BAILEY.

Parlir-Dsoluto-Referetce for Âccouyaing aid Sule-
Sale of Land of Parinrship D4ferred until after A cco uai Take"n
-Possession-Occupation-re nt.

Appeal by the defendant fromn a direction of the Mas8ter
in Ordinary for an ininediate sale of the land formning part of t he
partnership assets.

The appeal wa8 heard in the Weekiy Court, Toronito.
F. Arnoldi, K.C., for the defendant.
M. L. Gordon, for the plaintif.

MIDDLETQN, J., ini a written juidginient, said thait 11e ctio
was for dissolution of a partnership), and the ordlinary- judg-
mient hadi been pronounced for aut accounting and a sale.

There were niocreditors, and the brick-lahnt, which oxwstitutedl
the sole asset, couId not now be soilc to) ad vantage.Tejdmt
wss pronoumced on the 27th May, 1917, but the accounits hagi tiot
yet been taken.

The defendant as7ertedi that, oln the acutnthe great
portion of the a&ses would ec found to b4 duie to hiiim-is was' %ý
denied.


