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under the Voters' List Aet, 7 Edw. VIL o, 4, =. 24, and (unless
the change in the statute renders Wynn v. Weston (1907) 15
O.L.R. 1, inapplieable) also those added by the county judge
under 8 Edw, VIIL ¢. 4, 5. 24. Re Solifeet was followed in Re
Mitchell and Campbeliford (1908) 16 O.LI. 578, and by a
Divisional Court in Re McGrath and Town of Durham, decided
November 20, 1908, not reported.

The voters’ list cannot be added to, and, semble, s. 348, in
its present form applies only to money by-laws: Ee Sinclair and
Owen Sound (1808) 13 Q.L.R. 447; &2 McGrath and Durham
(1908) noi reported.

The effect of the above decisions would seem to confine
“‘electors’’ to those on the voters’ list. It is possible that this
way be too narrew a view and it may do injustice if the voters’
list is based upon a privr assessment roll and not vpon that
which is actually the last one revised, the vlectors on which have
the right to compel the submission of the by-law.

Frank E. Hopains.

LAW REFORM.

Parr I11—-Cosrs.

The above sub-title comes very close to the subjeet of law re.
form, though as intimated bhefore, no ittempt will be ade to
present it as one within the range of any imnsediate g .ative
action; but rather as a matter for consideration by members of
the professior in order to see whether in the interests of both
publie and profession son.e general prineiples cannot be formu-
lated whielr will bring the remuneration paid to solicitors sonse-
what mere nearly to present-day requirements so that no more
aud .0 less than the value of the solicitor’s services may be paid
for every piece of work that he does. If the subject of settle-
ments is one barren of authority. the question of costr is a
department {eeming wit precedents; but so fur as they deal
with tariffe such precedents arve perhaps son: chat foreign to

.



