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saine plaintiff, and havinu -en bail in each case, soughit to set aside the
second arrest on the grout ài of the splitting of claims, and moved for a rule
for certiorivi to bring up' the proceedingc on the second arrest.

Held, ttiat cerrorari would not lie. HANINGTON, .,dubitante.
F. S. ohn, Biss for applicant.

ï,jFull Court.l GORNIAN V. URQt'HAk'î. [April 23.

In an action of slander in the Supr,;ine Court plaintiff obtained a verdict
for $t120, being $6o on each of two counts for words accusing ber of adultery.
The Court en ba1 ic subF.equently disallowed the assessment on the second
coutil on the grcund that the occasion wsas privileged, and plaintiff consrnîed
te a rcductît.n r' the verdict by this amnotnt. On an applicaoon to the trial
juýge for a ce--intcate for Supreme Court costs the latter referred the saine
to the Court eti banc.

Held, HANINGTON and LANDRY, JJ. dissentiiig, that a certîficate
shotild be granted.

W,,, Wilsmi, in support of the application. G. F. (Gre.iory,, Q.C., contra.

FuIl Court.] Ex PARTE A\?nFRSON. [ApIril 23.
Cemncdez Te;nperance Act- lf 7?ness etl leneered willt condzuct mtopiey.

The applirant wi, summnoned as a witness, and, not having attelided as
cornmanded. was fined for disoledience, and subsequently comniîtted. No
conduct money was tendered.

He/d, on motion for certiorari to renve the coininitment, that a wîitress
is entîtled to conduct money in aIl proceedings under the Sumnmary Con-
victions Act. and that, the applicant in this case flot having been teridered with
such, the fine and comnitmnent were unlaw -fuI.

îM. G. Teed, in support of rule. J. W ~ifcC'recaay, contra.

SAINT JOHN COUNTY COURT.

Forbes, J.] BANSv. \VEBI3rR, [May i i.
Dis~asur--A/idvrit-5 1V'ci., c. 28, s. j6.

On an application for disclosure under 59 Vict., C. 28, s- 36, the plaintiff's
affidavit set out that a judgiient had benn ohtained and that it \vas unsatisfied.
It was mnoved that the application be dismisseci on the ground that the affidavit

X should lfisclose that a w~rii. of fi. fa. had issued, to whichi a return of titilla bona
had been made, or that the sheriîf should inalze affidavit that lie had made
search, and could discover no assets available to execution. l>efendan'?s
argument was that under a bill for discovery of property in aid of an execu-

''¶1 tion it had to be allegea that a return of nulla bona had been made by the
sheriffi or the bil! was demurrable, citing Aprge11 v. Drqter, 1. Vern. 39,a
that the remedy given by the Act was merely substîtutionary for the remedy in


