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special covenants, amounting ini leugth to

about sixty folios, and it was objected that, in
sncb a case, instructions, consultation fee, &c.,
should not be allowed ; and about one-haif the

sum. cliargeahle by the ilamilton tariff was
enly al]owed by a professional man, wbe is a

large practitioner! If, in such cases, each
professional man is te charge what ho pleases
-is to beat down the prices of bis fcllow-prac-

titioners-and, in other words (to use a vulgar
phrase), act upon the Ildeg eat dog " systcm,
conveyancing, which ouglit to ho aný honorable

and remunerative part of a lawycr's business,
will ho degraded.

I wish to sec fair and remunerative prices

paid for conveyancing, and a tariff of charges,
sucîi as the Hlamilton tariff, complied with.
This is the more needed now, since titles arc

becoinig more intricate, property more valu-
able, and the Ilcoilecting" system is dwindiing
away.

C. M. D.
Toronto, July 17, 1868.

[We have bail occasion frequently te refer
to the unsatisfactory stato of the law in this
Province, as to conveyancing, and have ex-
presscd views in great part lu unison witb
those of our correspondent. In the Law
Journal, at as early a period as 1859, under
the heading IlLiability ef persons practising
as cenveyancers," we pointed eut that ln
respect of property as well as health, the
quack is often preferred te the educated prac-
titioner, and suggested that none but licensed
conveyancers should lie allowed te draw deeds
or instruments for tee or reward. We, in the
Law Journal for February, 1859, under the
heading IICouveyancing focs," aise, argued for
a uniforma tariff. In the Law Journal for
December, 1861, under the boading IlN-e 8utor
ultra crepidam," we pointed ont the penny
wise and pound toolish cousequ.onces, ef the
presonit system, or rather want of system.
In the Journal for Octeher, 1864, p. 279, we
demanded legisiatien et somne kind net mierely
for protection et the profession, but of the
publie, and hy reterence te p. 277 of the samne
volume, our correspondent will aise fiud that
Judge Hlughies, mucli te bis credit, ln a case
before hlm, is reorted te have said, IIIt is
mucli te ho regrettedl that ne mneans are pro-
vided te protect the public or that tbe publie
will net pretect themacilves against these per-
sens wbe exist in every community> invading

the rîglits ef the legal profession, by presum-

ing to aet as legal adviscrs, convoyancers, &c.,
te and for ignorant people. Their acts and
ignorance te such, lead te great losses and

hardsbips, and very Otten te inextricable
difficulties wbicb are ever the fruitful sources
ef litigation and trouble." Now that we have
a local bouse for the Province of Ontario,
containing several rncmbers of the profession,
wbo are fully alive te the importance et logis-
lation on the subject, it is boped that another
session wvilI net ho allow cd te pass, witbeut
somne attempt beig made te provîde the legis-
lation required.-Ens, L. J.]

To TZUE EDIToas OF 'ru LAw JOUau-ýia.

G ENTLEMEN,-J take the liberty of writing te
yen for information on the following points:

The attorney for the defendant, in an action
iu the County Court, bas the plaintiff's decla-
ration set aside as being irregular, hy order et
the judgc, with costs et the application te bic
paid hy the plaintiff.

Without service et the bllI ot costs, or
notice ef taxation, an allocatur is served upon
the plaintiff's attorney, certificd by the Clerk
et the County Court; but ne demond of _pay-
ment is made.

Subsequently the defendant's attorney bas
the order setting aside the declaration made a
"Irude et court," witb furthcr ceats te bie paid
hy the plaintif.

The affHdavits in support et the motion as

filed de net state that any demnand has been
mnade for paymont et the costs et sctting aside
the declaration, but monely that the costs have
been taxed at a certain snm, and the erder dis-
obeyed, as ne paymont bas been made.

QuSre ? Must net the affidavits show that
a dcmand lias heen made for pay ment of the
cests of setting aside the declaration, before
furtber costs can bc inflictcd of making the
order a rid ef court ? In T/i mp8on v. Bellinq,
il M. & W. 360, Parke, B.,, says, "lThe cests
that were due under the judgc's order werc
demanded et the proer party, and net paid
by him." And in B. v. Jaimieson, 6 M. & 'W.
603, "la demand was made." In Arcli. Ch.
Practice, 1508, are ether cases citcd, which I
amn unable te lay mny bauds on at present.

Our judge, et Kent, William B. Wells, inti-
mates that ho will grant a mule te show cause
why se much et the mile et court as relates
te costs sbould net bce rescinded; but he
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