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gusoN,, J.A., read a judgment ini which lie said that the
i -as, flot whether cruelty in any sense of the word hadj,ab1lied by the evidence, but whether that kind or decgree
t~y which the Courts have recognised as justifying a wifeig the bed and board of her husband had beeni estul hshed.plaintiff in an afimony action has flot esttblished wliat

calls cruelty unless she lias shewn that the defendant
jeeted lier to treatment likely to produce or wlicli didphysical illness or mental dîstress of a nature cttloulaitedý

mty to affect lier hodily liealtli or endanger her reason,t there is reasonable apprehenaïon that the saire gta,-tes will continue: Loveli v. Loveli (1906), 13 O.L.R. 569;
Y V. Wliunbey (1919), 45 O.L.R. 228.
Ity, within the xneaning of the foregoing rule, ni b.ied by a course of conduet in which the husband liasiitted any one offence that, standing by itself, would
i. finding, as well as by the proof of somne isolated act
Lt of sucli a grave nature as clearly to establisli injury tora reasonable apprehonsion that such act will be repeated<ely to cause injury to healtli of mind or body: Mackenzie
:enzie, [1895] A.C. 384; Kelly v. Kelly (1869-70), L.R.

ý7ourt lias neyer been driven off the ground tliat the plain-,n alimony action, claÎning on the ground of crueltyý,zablish danger to life, 1mrb, or health: Evans v. Evans1. Hagg. Con. 35. This is in accord witli the modern
, sucli as those above cited and Russell v. Russell, [1895]
1897] A.C. 395.
a careful perusal of the evidenee, tlie Iearned Judge

iad arrived at the conclusion that neither the respondent's
tior mental bealth liad been affected by the acta complained., and that she did not leave lier husband'a home because
h was affected or because she feared it would be affected,
there was flot in the evidence any ground for reasonablesion that if she liad reniained switli her liusband, or if
re~turned to hnn, her liealth would have been or would,d by the appellant's course of conduet tosvards her.
B inany accusations of nuisconduet made by the respond-st the apji.llant, the one on which the. trial Judge basede was that of unreasnable dernands for sexual inter-
ade and persisted in by the appellant. The. learned
inding in this respect was flot supported by the. evi-

pelsixould b. allowed and the action dimse, with
ato costs usual i actions for aliony.


