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COS-jOINT DEFENDAN-M IN ACTION 0F LIBEL-DEFENDAIÇTb

SEVERING IN PLEADENG-JUDGMENT AGAINST BOTH DEFE"NO-

ANT-Si wiTHq cosTS-LIABILITY 0F ONE DEFENDANT FOR COSIýN

(IrrAqIONED BY CO-DEFENDA.NT.

Hobçon v. Leng (1914) 3 K.B. 124.5. Thiý; was a libel action
against two defendants, one of wbomn admitted his liability and
pleaded an apology, aad the other pleaded justification. At the
trial judgment was given against both defendants with costs, and
the judgment was so entered. The Judge at the trial refused
to give any sIecial direttion as to the costs. On the taxation the
defendant who pleaded apology ohjected to hcing charged witb the
eost., occasioned 1w- his co-defendant's plea of justification. The
taxing officer disallowed the objectionl. Rowlatt, J., on appeal,
allowed it. and the Court o'. Appeal (Bucklev, Kennedy, and
Phillimore. LMI.) affirmed Rowlatt, .l.*s (lecision. It appear.,
froîin this case that in England there i., a difference of practice
on this point iii the King's Benrh and ('hancery Division. In the
latter division the taxing officer taxes ncrording to the judgment,
anti exercises- no discretion as to the apportioninent of costs,
unless expres-Jv directeti s to (Io. whereas in the King's Benchl
Division1 urd(er a judginent for vosts in general tenus the taxing
officer applif-, Ord. lxv.. r. 1. and l pxortions cost.s having regard
to the issues in the artion.

Disc0vERy - PRoDt-CiioN (W i>RUME-mrTS; PRIVILEGE FRONI
PRODUU(TI(>N-Doct7MF.Nl', COM I Ni I NTO EXISTENCE I N COIN-

IEIIPL.%TION 0F LVIAIN-OUIN$OBTAINED) FOR

Adani Siramhi> Co. v. London Assujrance Corporalion (1914)
3 K.B. 1256t. Tis was an action un a policy of marine insuranceI for a construcrtive total loss. The defendants- on the happening
of the loeq instruicted the 'Salvage Association ta look after their

* interests. The defendants claimeti that the communications bw
cahle anti otherwise which passeti hetween them anti the Salvage
Association after notice of ai- andonnient as a total Io.s and before
action were privilegeti as having been procureti for obtaining their

ohtosadice andi to enable the solicitors properly to conduct
the case. The C'ourt of Appeal (Buckley. Kennedy, andi Philli-
more, L.J.). overruli'ig Baillhache. J1., helti that the document,
were pri vilegeil as claiied.
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