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cause the said M. F. Whitehad waa attorney for the said, Pro.
Beattie. J. B. Robinson, .&ttomrey-Genera4 p'aL*dSI

On the sme day, iapon a motion of the Attorney-General,
the sme rule wua granted againit the sme attorney on the coin-
plaint of Franeia Parmentier, who had been oued in the sme
court by Adarn Henry Meyers and had been repreaented by
Whitehead as attorney. May 3rd, bath rules were argued and
"stand till next T - rn for judgment; J. B. Robinson, Esquire."

The sme day a rule wss granted against Whitehead at the
instance of a suitor iii the case cf Henry Elliott v. John Bad-

* cck, ini the sme district court cf the Newcastle district to
shew cause why he "should not be flned the sum cf three pounds
illegally taken by him as an attorney iii that cause . . . why
an attachment should flot issue againat him. H. J. Boulton, for

* complainant."
These seern ta have been dropped when Whitehead was

punished. No doubt he repaid the costs improperly obtained.
There are several such motions. Sornetimes the attorney

satisfactorily explains the matter.* Sometirnes the whole dis-
* pute is referred to arhitration.+
* Easter Term, 8 George IV., May 3rd, 1827 (PrSs. Camp-

bell, C.J., and Sherwood, J.), " In re P. X. Rocheleau, one of the
attornieý4 of this honourable court. Motion for a rule to shew
cause why an attachinent should not issue against Franeois
Xavier Rocheleau, one of the attornies of this honourable court,
for a eoîîternpt on mottera disclosed on affidavit; John B. Robin-
son, Attorney-General, granted." June 28th, "Enlarged rule."

On Nov. 7th, 1826, D. Bethune hiad oibtained a rule againat
titis attorney to shew cause why an attacliment should not issue
against humi for not paying over monies colleeted by hini as
attorney for Robert Moore. But this ruie, although taken eut,

'As i Radcrlffle v. SnîalU, Taylor, 308. where the elient hiad iât.rueted
thew attorney to send the înonpy by rtturn of boat. and tihe attorney had
sent if. by a pa8soengeir of the boat who did tiot hand it cver. The clienit
%vas lef t to hig vornmon law reinedy.

tAs 11, <arrifthers v. John Rolphi (the "elebrated Dr. Rolph), Taylor 243.


