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was allowed, upon the fiat of the Taxing Officer at Toronto, for
preparation for trial at the sittings of September, 1916. The
defendant claismed a fee of $25 for each of the other three sittins.
The learned Judge did not find in Tarif! A. an,, indic-ation of an
intention that, in the absence of special order,' costs of preparation
for trial wholly or partly thrown away by i postpYoneinent of the
trial should be allowed; nor any indication th at, lin t he albsence of a
special order, there should in any circumnstanues be more thlan ()ne

fee for preparation for trial (Tarit! A., itecm si(î ).
In November, 1916, the trial was po)stponed,( ly the order of

MNiddleton, J., the costs of the motion for thie pos)ýtp)oineent and
of the order being reserved to be disposed of at thie trial. The
judgmnent pronounced did not deal with the costs, and the de-
fendant had no order for the payment of cot thrown away; se
the appeal must fail as to preparation for trial on thiis occ(asiîon.

In January, 1917, the postponement w\as ordered by« Latchiford,

J., who, by his order, awarded to the defendahnt the costs tlirownl
away by the postponement. This entitled t1c defendant to pay-
mient for such of the services covered by taril it aGas were per-
formed specifically with'reference Wo the expected trial iii J anuary,
1917, and were thrown away by the postponement. There, nrnst
be a reconsideration of item 8 of the objections.

The appeal against tre disallowanoe of a fee for preparation for
the trial in May, 1917, faÎled. There was no special ordeI(r for sudc
-an allowance, and the.one fee taxable under tarif! item (; liad been
allowed- The officer, laving allowed it wlere it first appeared in
the bill, lad no authority Wo allow it agamn.

Item 13. Correspondence. It was contended thiat, in iiltli
to the $10 taxed under tarif! item 16, there ouglit Wo be an allow-
ance for correspondence necessitated by the postponemenvits of the
trial. What lad been said with reference Wo the fee for prepa rat ton
for trial applied equally Wo this. If there was any crepnec
thrown away by the postponement in January, 1917, the defendant
was entitled Wo payinent for it under the order of Latehifordl, J.;
and there ouglit Wo be an extra allowance unleeýs the $10 allowed
fairly covered. ail the correspondence pending the suit, including
that in question. This item must be reconsidered.

Items 6 and 9. Contested interlocutory motions lit Court for
postponement, 27th November, 1916, and 24th January, 1917.
There was no order awarding these eosts; atnd the appeal failed.

Item 11. Disbursements for photographs. Expert evidence
waa given as Wo whether a disputed signature was genuine. The
expert witneses prepared photographs of the signature and of other
signatures proved Wo be genuine, and ini giving their evidence
referred Wo these photographs. This was a convenient procedure.
Whtethier it ought also Wo be said that some or ail of tIe photograplis


