
MiLRJORA.11 v. T7ORONTO R. W. 00.

TU'jE MASTER :-The action was begun pursuant to in-
struutions and retajiner on 14tlh August. The writ of surn-
mons was issued and served on lGth, on which day defend-
ant-s were notified by plaintiffs< solicitor that he claimîed a
lien for is costa on any fruitsb of the action.

'Hie next day defendants' solicitor., wrote to plaintiffs'
solittating that the action had heen settled, and con-

iinutd. "The company, howevr, protected you as to your
cot î f any, and if you will bc good enough to forward

us, a menimoranduni of saine, we wilI endeavour to adjust thern
as., ee ousl and defendants" (sic).

Ili reply pflaintitrs' solicitor wrote to devfeiidantsý' solici-
toni, on 20th August, saying: " Inelos'd hiercwit h 1 ,ei yon
a nemo. of ny cobds as solicitor for thie Majorains,
arnlounting,1 to $07.Your choque for thia will oblige."

To thiis no auNswer was sent, and on 28th Auguist plain-
tiffs' solicitor wrote again asking for cheque as aboýve.

This was not ansiwered, but, after a third lettur to the
marne efeet, defendants' solicitors wrote on 5th Septembor
>;ayling th)at the Marjoranis had been in to see about the etupste,
ami ofrering $15 in full without taxation.

On 6thi September plaintifis' solicitor wrote declining
this offer, and asked defenda.nta' solicitors to consent to ai.
ordler for taxation, which he inclosed or sent later, and to
have his bill returned so that; he xnight add his aubsequent
costa, and proceed in the regular way to obtain taxation.

12>fendaints' solicitoT8 replied on l3th September, rn a
hal]f-heartd w-ay, speakîng of raising their offer to $17.70
(apparenitly> ý, but ignoring the other two requests.

Nothiing further was done until, on l9th September, plain-
tiffs' boliritor servedl on defendantýs' solicit1or> a notice of
motion f or an o rder directing defendants to pay iîî i orth-
with after ta-xation aIl sucli costi, as the plainltifs would have
to Pay"ý hiln.

On the neit day defendants' solicito'rs took out a pre-
cipe order, on thio applicaiCon of one of the plainiffs, for tax-
ation of the bill deliveredl to the appilieant, avd next 41ay
obtained ani appointîlelit to proeeed thereon on ist Othr

Plaintiffs' solicitor heuonmoved to set thiU ricp
order aside, becausc: (1) no bill had heen renderid te the
applicant; and (2) because having elected, at th, invitation
(if defendantç; solicitors, to apply for an order for taxation
in the cause, the principe order was irrvgular.. ...


