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rately nnmbered on the roll. Some other devi.
ations from the proper statutory forai will be
observed. The defendant's name, however, is
written in a column embraced by the general
lieading "Names of taxable parties," and tisat
it was so written for tise purpose of aasessîng
hlm, is known froue the other facts. Are
these deviations then so essential as to rende-
thse assesmient void ? After examining tise
Englisis cases and our own, as Jasr as 1 have
been referred to, or have been able to find them,
I have corne to thse conclusion that the assess-
muent is good. It would certainly seemn au
extrao-dina-y thing, cousideriug tise cisass
that assessurs must uecessarily corne froue, that
variances fromn thse formu of the assessment
shouid vitiate it. Suppose ail the numbers cf
thse assessments were left out for instance, must
the mnnicipality lose the taxes?

lu Cole V. gr-en, 6 M. & G., 872 ; by a Pav-
ing and Ligliting Act, Cormnissioners were
empowered to enter int contraets :" Povided
"that nu such coutract should be mnade for a
"longer terni than three years, and before auy
«sncb contract shouid be entered into, ten days'
&public notice shouid be given, in order that
"persons williug to unidertake the saine might
"iake proposals te tihe Commissioners, at a
"time aud place in sucis notice to be speuified
and ail sncb conts-acts should specify the

"wo-ks te he done and thse pricýes te be paid for
"the saine, and tise times wisen they shouid b e
completed, with the penalties te bc incurred
"in case of non-performnance ; and the samie

"shouid be signed by tihe Commissioners, or by
" any three of theîn, or by their cieris, aud by
"thse person contracting te de tise werk ; and
"copies cf sucb contracta asould be entered iu
"a book to bo kept fer that pus-pose by the
"cierk. " It was held that the previso applied

to the duration of the contract ouiy, and tisat
thse subsequeist provisions vs-se not esseutiai,
but directery, sud that a coutract signed, neot
by the comusissioners or their clerk, but by
theis' soad surveor, vas net tisesefore void under
tise Act.

Tison lu Meigai, Appellant, v.Pars-y Itespon-
dent, 17 C. B. 3a4, it vas held bis-t su Englisi
.Act visici required tise lista of votera ps-epsred
by thse overseers te be signed by Mentr, was in that
respect dire cbory only, sud that a iist net sigued
was nevertheiess goed. And, in Brurnfit v.
.Bregnner, 9 C. B. N. S. 1, it waa bold under thse
saine statnte, biset tise directions bu the clerk te
aigu and delive- the bock (the s-evised list of
votes-s), te the sherliff, "on or before t/Le last
Àdat, of Novemller, " was net a condition prece-

dent te the validity of the Register (whicis was
isot delive-ed tili 13tis Jauuary>.

Thse cases in 6 M. & G. 872 aud 17 C. B. 334,
oontaiis a great collection of tise Engliash cases
on the subject.

There are several cases ln urs courts vse-e
tbe effeets of deviations froue tise prescribed
forma cf the statute, in assessinents, as-e considt-
es-ed. 1 refes- tu Applegartit v. Grethant, 7 UJ. C.
C. P., 171 ; Reg. ex, sel. McUs-eqer v. Ker, 7 Ul.
C. L. J., 67 ; Lss-sgkttnbes-eugh v. McLcsus, 1 4
C. P., 175 ; DeBlaqcie-e v. Beckes-, 8 U. C. C. P'.
167. 1 think: tbey warrant bthe conclu-
sien tisat bhc enactients as te, tise formn cf tise
assessment (lu sncb partieulars at any rate as
ar-e here in quession>, are directes-y nssly.

I tisink the roll in this case dues show bluet
tise defeudant la assessed for Lot 40, aud that
lb is sufficient te charge hlm, and therefore te
qnualify hlm.

Jsgecîfer dcfcueat.

Application wa stiabsequently made te tise
Chief Justice cf> tise Conmun Pleas sud te Mr.
Justice Gait for à surnsîons te set acide tise
judgrf1nt of s-Dalsi ; but bhey decliined to
interfkru-.
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IN, Rit B. & S., Attorneys, &c.
Attorey . aind clicsst-Taxtion Substituted bill.

On aus appication tsi refer an Attorniey's bitl te taxations,
an amended bill of cots was allowed te lbe >ubstituited
for the bill delivered te the client; the Attorneys un-
dertaking te recelve iu full of thois- focs, charges, &c.,
tic amnounitof the0 original bill, or the amended bill as
taxed, whichevsr migbt bie the least.

fCbsuebers, 1871, Ifs. Dlton-.]

A summona was obtainied te tax tise atto-
nieyas bill cf co-ts for services in four interplead.
cel sus.

Stepheîu bs ew-o causse, sud asked leave te
su'estitnte another bill, wiicli,, tiougi for a larger
ainount, hoe claimed was cnly an amplification
sud more detaiied statemeuts of tise saine
cisargos as vos-e iu tise original bill whicis tisen
vere not given in detail. Tise original bill was
not deiivered for tise purposes cf taxation,
but as shewing tise amount isicis tise attorneys
veere willing te accepb as a cash payment.

O'Br-iens, contr-a, contended tisat the bill de-
livered must be tise ene s-eferred ta taxation,
citing R/e S. & M., 8 C. L.J. N. S. 245, and cases,
tisese s-efes-red te.


