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succeeded ini tue action) claimod ta Le allowed,
on taxation, Lis ce8s of sncb attendante.

Tue 'Master, Iiowsx or, îefused to allow tiiese
caste, cii te gieuuid that ht xva tîte invariable
practice nut te allow tLe cests eftihe attetîdance
cf tise country attorniey at a trial lu town.

lT/iecîigi loiviuig otained s rie calling on flie
plaintif te show cýiust why tLe ni ster should
net review hic taxationi,

Ilai/ci2i Wîliîoïe ncw sbowed couse againast il.
BOettaL, C. J-I nsl cf opinion that ibis mule

must ha muade abselute. It le imuportant that
cases of this kind should ho striclly xvatchod, sud
thal two attorneys should uat ho chargod for
where crie la suflicient. Lu crdinary cases it is
net rncssairy for tue country attorney te attend.

Her thie miasîer lias declitied te exorcise bis
discreiin in tut malter, causi'lering Lo was
hound by tlie goDierai niae. TuaI mile le a very
pîopoî cite, and üsnly te ho depamtcd frein iu
exooptienol cass. Bat lu this case the presence
sud adviceo f the country attorney ivas imper-
tanit. The plaintif bias chesen to lay the venue
lu London, atîd it wî,uld ho bard if the dot audatt
'acre deprived cf the ,i"istanceoef bis aîttorney
or conîpeiled te puy hie costs. L tlîink it rigbt
thâi tue miaster sliculd enquire imb îLe malter.

BYLaES, J-TLe general raie lsa svomi' salubary
cvie. Ail wo say la tuiat the loaster slîould oxer-
cise Lis discretiouî iii a case liko tbe present.

Rule ab8olule.

CIIANCIIIY.

Losin IlEOUGit stv. CAssa 13.

Sulit ro redrn o of o Sewesoofor pro

~Wh' o oe a e ci qi f miecroo , i sunid te retain them
ily Wu cf hi o, for aoadti I Si hil l'y biil for ti
iho [' , i0.

fil 1, t ut the dopositîr vois cuttd tc thw Coiino eider
troi pcioi antd inspecliti cr tite sainle doucinit 'ii
a SUt t, ctoOtr ticsson o1f thi u.

[16 W. Rl. t6'8, 31ay, 1868.1

Tii w as tihe uanal suPtiDotîs fer production cf
documtstut, adjocîrît oU it 0 court.

The plaintiff bovin3 deîomîiîîed te talce stops
for tie publication efa au atohiegraphy entored
hile negetioticus withli te viow of securing the
assistance cf the dafeudant lu collecting, select-
ing, sud arraîîging the moterials for the proposed
work. Mr. Will!tim Brougham, who actcd for
tbe plaintifflu tbe malter, made a verbal arrange-
ment ivith the defeudant iu reference thereto,
but nothing was said as te the amouat cf remu-
ncration. 'hich tise latter was to recoive for bis
services. Ilowver, hoe underleak the work sud
cîmmnced ln the early part cf 1867. The plain-

tiff had in lus possession matîy very valuahie
papoera, hettars, sud other documents, stated te
ameucint ta many thousanda lu nunîber, relating
ta tue varions oyants of bis public life, sud( the
chief buasiness cf îhe defouîdant was te collect,
arratnge, select, sud make exîracîs fratu these
varions documents wvîL a viow te îLe preparation
cf the proposed work.

The dofouidant ivas put into possession of Ite
documents, oatd cenliuued te work opon them
almost dow to th îe prosttlimae.

TLe plaintif heiîig receutly dasireus cf recover-
ing possession cf thom apphied to have thom

handed book to hlm. but the defendant refuseod ta
do se except upon paymcnt, by way of remunera-
tien, of a sumn wlsich the plaintiff considered ex-
orbitant, aud claimed ta retain the papers hy w.iy
of lieu for the amoucit of his demand.

The plaintiff thereupon filed the bill in the
prescrit suit by wlîich lie prayed that the papers
iri question nsight be îlecreed to bie isnded bock
te hLir nuon payment by Lmai of sum such by
way of remuneratiou as the Court should think
reasonable.

Tbe plaintiff applied Lv summons iu choambers
lu tha usual way for production and inspection
of the documents lu question lu the suit, aud as
the application was opposed by tbe defendant il
was on the suggestion of the cbief clerk adj'îurrncd
int court.

fessel Q. C. (O. MIorgagz with him), aller stat-
inig the facts, was stopped hy the Court.

Bayqgaïaby, Q. 0., and W. W. Voopelt, for the
dlefendant, contended that this was net the usuel
application for production of documents. Lt was
not required for the purpoeo of discovery, for
the aniy decree ta which tLe plaintif conld bc
entitled avas one directing iîquiries, aud inspec-
tion was not required for îLot purpose. The
result cf granting the application would bc that
the plaintiff miglît tîîke a note of the resuits cf
the defendant's werk, ar d thus derive the benofit
of bis labour, and thon take lis bill off tht fi!e.

LORD RomIsLLY, M. R.-This is, lu my opinion,
a moot uîîreasonsble offer, The bill la filed te
get bock certain papers which, have been on-
trusted ta tLe defeiidant te enohie Lmr ta performa
a work, for tbe plaintff Te depeelîce is en-
titled ta retain thema tili lie bas heen paid for
work aud labour undertakion fur tho depesilor.

Twe cases inay ho supesed, Firet, that hoe
bias done niothing te thon. 1lu tra t c ýse is not
the plainlitf te ho etititled te shLuow at tLe hearing
titat no wv rk lia', been douc? lut tue .,icond

cicif work bas been donc is bie not enîtlrid ta
sc ivha.t i sc u n,,nnt aud nature of sncb sot k?

Everybody kunows tisaI a poison whîe lins i lieu
dosa Itot lose it by inspection. Boit a suggestion
lias heen nmade îLot îLe plaintitf iay get the
boefit of tho defendant's work and tlîeî abandon
the suit Buît lu îLot case he would bave tu pay
thse costs cf the suit aud bie liable ta au action at
law hy the defendani. 1 neyer heard cf a more
unreasenable opposition te the order, but as the
chief clerk appeurs te have approved of the ad-
journment into court 1 shahl give ne costs.

LN rLE F- (A SOLICITOR).

LE iE 6 & 7 Via. c. 73.

Solicitcr and clkîît- & 7 Viut. e. 73, o. 37.

Taxation ordcred nuson an application mado alter thse ex-
piration et ta elv insonths alter detîvery ef thse bitl, oii
thse grouud cf the cohtinuanie ef tise relation of sclicitor
sud client suis equeuily tc the (dlivery Qf tlie bill.

[R 16i W. 1l, 749.]j

A summons for îhe taxation of seven bulls of
costs, three cf whicli had been delivcred more
thon twelve months befere the sommons wqs
tîken ont. Down te the iSîL cf December, 1867,
Mr. P. was bbe solicitor of the applicauts, who
wero executors and trustees cf a ivili, aud acted
as snob solicitor iu a suit for the administration
o f the testator's astate, lu which the applicants
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