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=nd treatrnent by a doctor provided by Board of llealth under
the above cireunistances.

It appeared that the father had no mneans whereby toi psy
the anxount of the judgment, but the mother, owning the farm M
on which the faRmily Iived, had ample means.

Hrid, that the mother is by the statute on the sme plane in s
respect of the liability thereuindtor as 'he father, each bei'ng liable
if able to pay. Judgment wua therefore entered for thec plain-
tiffs agait the mother with costs for $100.00, and in favour of
the father, ivithout costs.

Hceld, further, that the sunm of $100,00 was a reasotiable sum
for the plaintilta' to nsk the defendanfts toi pay as their niropor-
tion of the arnotitt whieh the plaiîitiffs had been called -.pou te
pay their iedical health oficer.

Reference malle to Pv i v. Lci.i. 6 0.1R. 132. and Renwick

provi'nce of 14Ov'a 0cofia.

SUPREME COURT.

Erhr, . Sç'rT.%n.%TT V. BE;NJiIN. [Oet. 21.

Action on accooilnt.- of

In the Mettienient %if un aetion on1 an1 ac(Yont plin tif, 'a caim
was reduced by set-off f royn *707.73 to $Î30.

Hcild. that plaintiff was entit]ced to vosts on thi- highier .9cale,
but the rartieis having settled the aetion on the hasis that the
question mhould lie deridled hy the Court whether plaintilT ws
entitled to costs on the lower seale or whether he 8hould be de-
prived of costs altogtlwhr beciiise lie had not given credits,
coats were given on the lowpr seale and no enstn of the subie-
quent proueedings were allowed. j

Bill. for plaintiff. Bigc'Ioi. for defendant.

Graham, E.J.] REX v. REYÇOIý.S. IOet, 24.

Defendant was indieted for having at certain' tinies men-
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