
plaintiff in an ac> tion for seduction. The appeia was tak
on the grounds that the defendant should have been allow
to cross-examine the plaintif's daugliter to shew- thiat t
nominal plaintiff had no interest Iji the action, but that
,was brouglit for the daughter's beinefit alone, and to slhew t
contents of certain letters 'written by lier to a doctor a

Others, and to cross-examine plaintiff's wife to shew ti
plainiff had been unduly intimlate with other wormen sx&b
quent to lis inarriage. Objection was also made to 1
charge.

G. F. Shepley, K.C., for defendant.

F. A. Anglin, K.C., for plainiff.

BOYD, Cw.-The appeal mnust be dismissed. The atter
to prove tînt the, action was brought colourably by the fat
and really by the girl, was not admissible, the issue not hav

been raised. The further evidence~ was also rightly rejec
as being irrelevant on the pressnt record. The Judge>a
mnarks as to alibi were corrected and made sufflciently Pi
after objection raised, and were probably plainly enough
at the close >of the main charge. There had been plentj
evidence to justify the verdict.

MERREDITH, T.-The evidence rejected 'was not adi
sible on the ground urgedl in support thereof at the trial,
was admissible as affecting the credibillity of witnesses.
substantial wrong or miscarriage was, however, occasioi
ýThe case was ecarly one for the jury,

Appeal dismissed with costs.
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D»UNLOP PNEUMATIC TIRE C0. v. RYCRMMI

plegdÎng-Oountrlaým-Eeduion of-Defendants to (74>lwteric

out of Jiuris<Uition-ForeÂgn Trade Mlarl, suli)ec of cou
claimHarshp-in8tice.

Appeal by defendarits the Dunlop Tire Co, frein ord(
STREET, T. (ante 699), reversing order of the Maste
C3hambers and striking out certain paragraph, of the s
ment of defence and counterclaixu of the~ appelns

neq*n- -hraught bw the EnLlisli COMnanV tO rêeat.rqi


