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crring as far on the other side. Thon to build
up bis bad argument ho understaWe. tho Skes'-
iff 18fees 30e. and further compares the, ost9 of
Oounty Cjourt suits where there is no mileage,
and where Iltke debt i8 paid on service," with

the costg in a Division Courtý suit where the
deposit of $4 he so bitterly complains of is
meant to cover some mileage, an-d the fees for
carrying the case through te judgment.

Now Sirs, the cests on suits, Paid Mn 8erviee
and no mileage inthe Division Court will
compare with County Court costs in this
fashion:
Division court cost5 for Judge, Cierk and Bailiff,'in suits

not exeeeding......$8 00 iawful amaunt $0 92c.
I 920 00 Il 95C.

Il40 00 1 45c.
di60 00 1 55c.

i-rom $60 00 to 100 00 2 05r.

County Court costs, (taking "Communica-
tor's " fee for attorney as correct) would be
$7 92, frorn $100 00 to $400 00. The saie
suit taken on te judgment ini Division Court
would be respoctively, $1 17, $1 40, $2 15,
$2 65, $3 30, and County Court costs under
thé same circuwstances at the very least, when
no defence made nor witness examined, would
be forty dollars. "Communicator " aise
î,nderst«tes the sheriff's fées on an execution
returned nulla bona, ho says Ilthey are 35e.
or at most 60c." They are really always 85e.
for any amoutit on a County Court execution 1
while'a Division Court bailiff gets only 30c.,
40c., 60e. and 75e., quiite a sufficient distinction
for the honourable office of sherifi'.

!foe retura- tQ the question of a bailift rigbt
te a fee for enforci>g an- execution, when ne
goods are found on which tolevy. We hare
licou arguing the Matter on wrong promises
The fee clainied is net what we have been ealu.
ing it, a fee for making a return en an execution,
wbether nulla bon'> or anytbing else. There
is ne fe for making a return, the fée is dlaim-
ed'for enforting a warrant ; and the whele

tbing turns upon what is enforcing a warrant.

1 hold that geing te the place where goods
are said te be, and searchilag fer them, is en-

ft>roing gs warrant. It may net ho a auccenas
enforcement 1 allow; but vil1 "ýCommuunîcater"
cýy ýthat Lee and 4ok$on and other South6ra
homees did not fig/t for thoir liberties,4 merely
because they.ver. beaten jn the fight, Or-ao
ho is so Weil up in tie.flyreasonings and ar-
guments,-Is -,the. pickpocket who pute bis
band inte a man's pouch- agsy.the lesu a thi P
or less deservirig of bis rewsrd, becauseh.

happens t> ifind the pocket empty, and so enn-
-net levy P Il Communicator " heps abot 'it 50,

frein one thing te. another, that 'tis, difficuit to
give a -connected reply te hum. His -saying
"that'he was vrell aequainted with Judge
Ilarrison's Iaw, and, is acquainted with. Judge
Gowan's praetice" dots net prove me wrong as
te my assertion about the ene, or iny deductionI
frein the other. 'Icannàotsee0that ho has lesa-
ened the force of nîy argumient at ail. , And if
ICommunicator " yuli Tefresh his mernory 'a

littie, hoe may remember that* the, woied$ bc
gives as Judgo Harrison's (viz, "that heo*a
atlowed it under peculias And spetial efreulo-
stances, when plaintiffs'put bailie's to 8q'ectql

or uiinece8ssary or opeco'al trouble, wlenU non
opecial application to him by the bailiff ho
would al1dow 4h fe>.1 or.e feo-x s!

returned ai4lus b'>nta,">.wem' to thç-efftect that
under those special cireuinstances, lie would-
allow (not the fee in question), but some a/u,.
8pecial fie for the, apecial and unnere88ary

trouble. And in respect to his question,, "lif
so, wby did any bailiff apply to, Judge Hiarri-
sonP?" 1 ask him, did ho ever know ',%,.aiiff
that did? I do not.

Hie says again Ilthat Mr. Agair knowvs 'e1l
that the rul of bis late Judge, Mr. i3ovd, wââ
net to allow his bailiffq te mlake Ruch chsArge
The incorrectness of this statement, is ofnly
equalled by the impertineice ofit, ifit'We*f
correct, as he there accuses ýnt of e ôtË(1xt#hï
a practice, that xny judge corîdOneâ.,ý;D» ii
ail the year s that Hi$ Rnou-r Judgé '-BÔô4
presided in the court of whik 1 van lerk:."I
invariably allowedo the fee t> mny-bailiff,'id
His Honour'nover told Me that !,waS wt6fig.
Neither did I hear frem any one else tbatlýho
thought or said'se, Hig Eoniedr may neot hàé
been awavte that 1I did it. I neyer asked bis
opinion on the subjeet havitg already had
Judge Harrison's. Sirs, we have agafin repéatýëîl
the old story of thé living jaeleau kicklng the
demi lion. '"Cemmunicator" bas dh*1
te wait until env heneured friend JudËe kÉM
iso-n, was gtthei'ed t'> bis fathers, bfh&'Wé
dared to, aecuseohim ef unfais-nesà ai M',
clal capacity. Sir, 1I suspect bd Cs1fti

cator " is, And tell hlm that 1 if bd,àât!d
ralse any unpleasant 'feeing'ý to*trdg bhin1èlt
lu. the breasts -of; thé !îDfBdtrig côf DiffrYf
Courts in the ceunâtiegsôf Yirk and ýPeël,t6
say a dierespeelful, word éf the laàto Meid
Harrison is the Mq1k5 fd, SuYRt WiY h.b
cen do, sc.,
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