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For the same renson the defendant was entitled to the costs ni his itpplicu.
tion to bu discharged froin custody.

l. S. Osier for plainliff.
XW. Wil.ron, Q.C., for the defendani.

Court of Appeai.1 N] OLCTg

Sa/ici/dr an iit -D/livery qo/bu? of co.s/.- Taxation -Supplementi bil--
Znativel'ence'-Secia! circuensiznces- '1ime.

A soiicitor, in delivering a bill of costs, omitte( ta make any charges for
"days employed in going to and returning from Ottawa"~ upon business for hib

clients. Fie stated that the omission was througli inadvertence, and after tax-
ation of his bill, but bef'nre the certificate was signied, applied for leave to de-
liver a suppleniental bill, alleging that lie would not have sought non, to niakC
these charges if the taxing officer had allowed him certain suins charged in the
originiai bill for travelling expenses, but wYhich were disallowed on the ground
that lie w~as travelling on a pass.

He-Id, that there was no cl ar evidenc, that the omission arrise from mere
.accident or mistakze, anr' that the court below cotid r.ot be said tri be wvrong in
Èoiding that no special circuinstances %vere disclosed for making the anîend-
ment.

/'ler 0 s r. i: . j 1 A.: 1It is ton laite to make such an application after the result
oi the tax~ai ion is knnwn.n

Judk;tintn of the Queen's Bench l)ivisioniai Gourt, [4 P.R. 571, afflrmed.
he solicitar appellant in perscon.

. .11a/one for the respondenzs.

In an action brouglit in thie HiKiî Court b>' a landlord against a tenant for
,damiages for breach of the lattur's rovenants in a farin lease, the statement of
dcaimi allexed that the plaintiif by deed let ta the defendant the land de-
scribecl for a term of ,'ears, and that the defendant thereby ravenanted as set
forth, and assigned ab breaches of the covenants that the clefendant did flot
cultivate the far-m iii a grod, husbandlikP, and proper manner. 13y the state-
nient of defence the defendant denied ail the allegations of the statement of
claini, and further a'ýefed that the defendant had used the premises in a tenant-
ike and proper rianner, "acccrd:ng to the custoim of the country where the

saine Nvas situate."1 The plaintiff rer.overed a verdict of $ioo, the action being
tried wîh, a jury. Tîte title to the land was tiot brought loto question at the
trial, but it was contended that it ramne loto question on te pleadings.


