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(3) Items 1 to 27, chargedl at $500, allowed at $3501; the
clients are wîlling to allow only $235.25.

(4) Items 28 to 62 chairged nt $9,000; allowed at $2,700; the
clients would allow $965.

This is also to he corisidered as No. 7, being the farst point
of the cross-appeal.

(5) A charge of $600, which the clients say should bie only
$3:38.12.

(6) A charge of $5,000, allowed at $2,549.98, which the
clients do flot admit.

Nos. 3, 5. and 6 are really pressed beeause the dockets of the
solicitors are said to contain entries with amounts, to the suni
ta whielh the clients desire the costs should hoe reduced; but this
is flot exactly t.he case, and many entries are not full. I can
flnd nothing in the way of an estoppel, even if the contention of
the clienits as to the dockets were well foundcd-4-ihe solicitors
are entitled to a reasonable saim for their services, no inatter
what their dockets do or dIo not show.

As to Nos. 1, 2, ani 4, while the Taxing Officer might have
bevoi justified in reduering the ainouints allowed, 1 can sc nothing
in whieh hie has erred in principle.

It cannot ho neessary to elaborate authorities for the ride
to ho followed on an appeal froni tic Taxing Officer. 1 adhere
to the opinion expressed in i -Solicitor, 112 O.W.R. 1074: "The
Court niust necessarily pa general juriadiction over the
taxing offier in ail inatters to prevent any positive wrong to
partios or suitors;" but we (-an give "rio couintenanco tW the pro.
position that, wbevro the taxing officer lias flot macle any mistakv
in prinoiple, and the siumi awarded is not so grossly' large or
amahil (as the case many bc) as to ho beyond ail question iimproper,
thev Court can initerfvre with the discretion of the taxing offlcer. "
It i4 iiiichl suehi a vase as whven a motion is made ta the Court
against a flnding at the trial-the Court, no doubt, bas the power
tu set asmide the finding, but it will net do so unless the flndirig
i4i beyond ail question inproper."

1 mayi.N add that 1 can sec no exces in the anieunts allowed on
an)y of the items*-thiey mhould, as to Nos. 1, 2, and 4, ho in-

eraeif anything. It cannot b. known Wa any one that the
valuef of nuoney lias decýreased and is decreaaing-thte same
auieunt of mnoney rannot emmnand the saine amount of services
or or gooda s mtorznerly.

The appeàl 81,1oul h diuinissed.
Iu the cross-appeal arc two mnatters for considleratinn
(7) The solicitors weeinstructed ta seli $180,000 worth of


