
WILSON v. WILSON.

t~s after that time. His explanation of the niotice'( was,-ý not
lie was objecting to provide what the plaintiff needed(, but
lie desired to prevent unauthorised expenditure ixi bis naine,
so adopted. this means of preventinîr credit be.(inlg givenl %jih-
his consent.
rhe plaintfl was responsible for the living apart, and >he
not inclinied to do anything tovwards1 effvctmig a reconeiliat ion,
Iearned Judge said that he knew of no law requîrmng a husbaLnd,
uüh circuxrstances, to pay alîmnony. None of the plaintiiff's
-ral charges of abuse, neglect, or ill-treatnwent, had beeni 11o
;tantiated as to stand the test of liability laid down by the
,ellate Division in the recent case of I3,agshia% v. Bagswn
!0), ante 334; and evidence wits wantin)g to prove eti br
ýrtiün or SU'ch failure to support or iaintain lier as ou!
ify an order for aliniony. Her dlaim, thevrefore, failedl. The
,t of this, action and its resuit upon the order made ini th(- plain.
3 favour under the Deserted Wives' Maiffleinre Actwa
srnined by Rie Wiley and Wiley (1919>), 46 0.L-R. 176.
Upon the counterclairn, there should be a dleclaration that
plaintiff is the owner of the farm, subjeet to any unpaid

,hase-m oney, and subject also to any n, onys exeddor pald
-eon by the defendant which have gone into the fari iteewlf
ewards its irnprovexrent since the 7th July, 1917; thv learled
ge finds that the n'oneys se exp-ended airounted to $190,

dlirects that the defendant shall have a lien for thiat supm
interest froin the comnxunceientii of the action upon the

ntiff's intere'st in the f arm.
As between the plaintiff and defendanit, thleare Judge
s that all the livestock, iinplen ents, and furniture upon the
,i, are the husband's, with the exception of a team, se4o
iess, and a waggon, whîch are thie wvife's.
l'he plaintiff's dVtion should be disnuissed, and th(, defendint
ild pay' suich costs thereof as are payable under Rule 38M.
the counterclaim there shioul 1)e judgxxent ini accordance

1 the above findings, but without costs.


