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:$85. A question having arisen as ta the scala
of costs,

idd, following Watson v. Garni, 3 P. R- 74,
and RYde v. 304rdskY, 18 Q. B. D. '246, that
-costs to abide the avent " does flot nican

thaé the plaintiff, if successful, shall necessarily
have full costs, but that he shali have such
4osts as, under the statutes and miles of court,
.j plaintiff recovering the arnount that ha me-
ýcovers by the avent is entitled ta.

HMd, also, following Cumberland v. Ridont, 3
PR. 14, that the final judgment by means of

the reference was ta he regarded as obtained
without a trial, and the casts therefore de-
pended upon Rule 5 1 , under which the taxing
ofhk(er %Vas directed ta proceed.

Thiere should lke no set-off of costs; such a
resuIt is not coutemplated by Rule 5ir, and it
.is not a fair construction to incarporate with
it thie provisions of R. S. 0. C. 50, s. 347, that
section being restricted to a case where there
is a trial.

Wkite v. Bclfry, io P. R. 64, commented
"pul.

Shepiey, for the defendants.
.. Isotfor the plaintiff.
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McGIIIN V. FETTS.

1 March 5.

Receiver-Right of action -A tnendnen t.

d\ iceiver hasý no right ta sue iii bis own
naine for a debt due ta the perscu or carpara-
:tioî wo assets lie has beeu appointed ta
recdive, rior can that right be conferred on
humn by an order made wvitliout notice ta the
alIe.-eç debtor, autborizing hiîn ta sue in his
awnr clarme.

But where, b>' au ex parte order miade in the
quit iii which the plaintiff was appointad re-
ceiver. lie was authorized ta bring actions in
his owî nime for the collection of dabts due
toa certain Grange, and brought this action
plir4lant thereto, it was

H'eld, that an ainendînent should be mîade,
add;ng thie Grange as co.plaintiffs, witbout
secuirity beiug given for thair costs.

Reeve, Q.C., for the plaintiff.
Af',,ss, Q.C., for the defondant.
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KNAPP V. KNAPP.

hnidrirn alimony-Disburseinents-Scpa rate estate
-Sit us of marred wonten.

The paculiar practice of awvarding interim.
alimony and dibursements in alirnony suit s
is founded on the presurnptlon that the lius-
band has everything and the wife nothing, but
when the contrary appears the presumption is
doua away ; and the court will, on applications
for interirn alimony, cansider the question of

jthe wife's ability tu inaintain herself ont of
separate estate or other sources of incarne,
such as ber earnings and allowances frorn'her
friends.

And where the wife biad beau living apart
frorn her busband for five years, and had been
supporting herseif out of the rente of hauses
owned by bar, and by taking boarders, and
thraugh assistance reudered by members of

ilier family, the court tefused to award interimt

Ialiînnny, but directted the husband ta pay the
iprospective cash disburseînents of the plai-
tiff's solicitoru upon their undertaking ta ac-
coont it.

Fer Bava, C. The change iu the status of
I îarîîed warnen under recent legisiation bas
no effect upan the law as ta alirnony, unlesr,
the wife is actually in reeeipt of snch indepen-
dent and separate inpis of support as will an -
able lier ta live aud pay thîe caste of litigation

iwithout alimnentationi pending the action foi,
aliinany.

H. 7. Sco!t, Q.C., foir the defendant.
H'nlman, for the plaintif.

Rose, J.] r[Iarcîi 8.

iCHICK v. ToRoN-ro IELLý'Cl'RIC LIGHT Ca.

Cosis, scale of-lkule zi8-iloney paidi int court
with defence.

The plaintiff ici au action iii the Aigh Court
of justice clairned $296.14, the balunce of an
accoutit of $896, for cent and goods sold anci

il delivered.
The defendants;.tî their staternent of defence

admitted a liabihity of $170-3o, but clairned a
Icrodit of $81.z4, leaving a balance due of
$89.16, which they hrought juta court with

their defence.
The plaintiff served notice uîîder Rule zi8
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