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nine in number. The plaintiffs were specifie legatees, and
Sdefendants speciflc and residuary legatees. It was adinitted

it, in any event of the action, there would be ample to pay
the specific legacies and costs. Issue had been joined, and
action was expected to go to trial at London at the sittings

minercing there on the 29th April. The plaintifsE moved for
order that, at the trial, the defendants "are to, be repre-

ited by separate counsel only in so far as they are divided into
sffl and that eacli class be represented by, its own counsel. "

was suggested that the motion was made under Con. Rule 200.
le ilarrned Judge said that lie thouglit it'clear that that Rule
d no application to motions sucli as this or to an action which
d reached the stage that this one had. See Ward v. Benson,
ELR. 199, for the object and scope of that Rule. No anthor-
1 was cited in support of the motion; and the learned Judge
aid not see what power lie had to interfère with the rights
the. defendants as to their representation at the trial by

anse]. The motion was, lie considered, misconeeived, and
ut be dismissed witli costs.-On the argument, counsel for the
ffbyterian Churcli suggested that the church made no elaimi
th respect te the legaey mentioned in the will, au it was, one
atingent upon eventa which dîd not happen before the death
thec testator, and expressed a willingness on ita behaif to be

5mised frorm the action. Counsel for the plaintiffs was net
epared te consent te this; and the learned Judge said that lie
,uld net make auch an order without consent. R. U.
-Pherson, for the plaintiffs. J. H1. Moua, K.C., for the ex-
ator and a number of legatees. H. Cassels, K.C., for the
"hterian Ghurch in Canada. S. G. Crowell, for Catharine
Smith. J. Folirobee, a specifie legatee, ini person. Joseph

mutgoxuery, for the London and Western Trusts Company.

TANwru v. TàNim-KnùLv, J.-ApRit, 23,

HuÈband and Wife-Alîmony-Crueltu-Desertiont-Quian-
- of AUowan-ce.]-An undefended action for alimnony, tried at
'eUa.ud. The learned Judge flnds that the defendant was guilty
cruelty te the. plaintiff; that he ordered her froni his house;

st b. made no provision for lier support or for that of their
Lly cbild, who wvent witli the plaintiff; tliat the plaintiff is with.
it mearis of support for herseif and child; and thiat the de.
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