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Hold, Iastly, that Rules 211r, 216 and 224 of the Revised Rules of the
Division Courts authorized the Judge in the Division Court te substitute the
name of the plaintiff for that of the original holder of the note as plaintiff ini
the action.

S. W Burns, for the defendants.
* C./'. Hoirnan, for the plaintiff.

Mr. Cartwright, 1
4Official Referee.> [May 21.

Rc.LX REL SCAPLETT V. WICKS.

Municibal L-at-.4iderman- Projperty qua/iJfation-Assessment ,'all--Le)al

Respondent having been previously elected alderian for- the city of
Guelph, was unqeated for want of property qualification, but having had bis

t assessinent increased to the required aniountovas afterwards re-elected.
nlz;e;7 ', that asby 55 Vict., c. 38,s. 52, sub.-sec. 2, the assessment roll did flot go

into force until approved by the Council, which was flot done until after the
election, that it did not apply, and the election was governed by the prev tous
roil under which the respondent was flot sufficier.tiy qualified. -le. im- re/
C'aincy v. Vclntosh, 46 U.C. Q.il. 98, followedl.

He, also, that looking at s. 73 Of 55 Vict., c. 42, in the iighî of the caîes
of Cumberl'and v. Kearns, 17 A -R. 187, Re Graydan, 20 0. R. 2o6, and A4,-mi
sr rng v. A nger, 21 0. R. 98, the amount of the amessirent uponi t* propet ty
for local irnproveie~nts is to be deducted frorn the assessed value, and the r(
sponrlent is only entitled ta quaiify on the balance, whichi being less thanl the
amount required 1»' the statute, the respondent is not properly qualified.

Election set aside, Costs of relator to be paid b>' respondent.
C. J. Holmlan, for relator.

H'. Jh2g/s for respond,~nt.

IN Ri;' Sol,îci-rops.

Soliiarp- Toz.vation of bi//-Scer/e of casts -Arin 'c 'r.
t ~~~~~An appeal by John and \Villiaili lowh, thum!cns o aain

froin the report or certific.ate of the junior taxing officer at Toronto, upon tlte
taxation of the solicitorsý bill of costs rendered te the plinsinesect o!

'Iservices as plain'ItP's solicitors in an action of How-elptIt v. Sâmft/ Ilf'n/ .Steo-ÀSCoa.. upon the ground, amiong others, that the officer shoulci not have allowed
the solicitors costs upon the H i>h Cou't scale, for, althotigh theaction a

* hrought in the Higli Court the plaintiff recovered against the defendatits in
V that action only $t25 and coïts on the Countv Court scale, and tiie solicitors

* . were entitled te their costs ogainst their client aid>' on that scale.
Tremi'ar, for the appellants, relied on Scallan v.Ak/)anzzh, ta C. 1.0 4.
R. I)fcKay, for the solicitors, contended that the rule laid down in

* Scanlazn v. Ill)ohnaomgh, did flot apply liere, because the solicitors did flot
* îhemselves bring the action, which wva. broughit by another solicitor, and the

conduct transferred ta theâe solicitors duî-in4 the progrebs of the action, at


