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NoyaS V. YOUNG.

Comolikdion of acdo>s-Aj hi'a ion of comnion de ndn-Mden PiIy of.iz

Two separate actions were brought by a liusband and w1re against the sane
l5b defendant fbr damages for injuries received by each of the plaintiffs owing to

the alleged negligence of the defendant in permitting a pair of bot-ses ta run
away and run inta a vehicle ini which bath plaintiffs were seated, causiing themn
ta b. thrawvn out and trampled nn. T'he husband alleged greater injuries than

* the wi(e and claimed S3,000 damages, while she clairrned $2,000. The defenees
were th, sme. with the addition in the wife's action of L paragraph stating that
sUch action .vas unnecessary ; the main defence ini bath was contritutory

-' neglige*nce.
tIeld, upon an application made by the defendant at the trial, that bath

s;. daims should have been joined in ,tne action ;and an ordet was made
consolidiating them.

Smurth-iatti v. Hannay, io Times L. R. 649; Wesibrook v'. Astai
c/c, Nzv;a COnc., 23 .. N.S. (C, P.) 42 1WÏ/hfais v. 7owitshyp of Rdl&tgh,

14 P.R. 5o, distinguished.
A. G. L'hish e/m for the plaitiifs.
Love for the defendant.

Chy. Div'l Court.) tOct. 13.

BALDWIN V. QIN

13AIliWIN 71. McGuum~

Casis - Tii.rztiop, belirven se/id/oer apid ch?éni -Aercem.'o/ to pli) costs of 17vo
aions-Soatrate sets of cests-A /jidavTits on rd./o tie / w-

iiaryjiedgmen--Decfiwtivc endorsemeni on wwi of Suilnimns,
Two actin, were braught by the sane plaintiffs agains, difierent dei-ad-

ants to recover rent for different parcels ai land. The defenees were not
identical, and, though one solicitor acted far lxnh defendants, he dici rot
respond ta overtures af the plaintiffs ta have one action abide the result of the
ather. A cnniprrniisp was effected, and it was agreed between the parties
Ilthat judgment shail be entered in each of the said actions for the amounts

>1 claimed thereiz. by te plaintiffs, with costs of suit botween solicitor and client,"
andjudgmentc were critered accordingly.

ld, that the plaintiffs werè. eittitled ta tax a seprcate set of costs for each
action.

The pIaintiffs made six affidavits nn production, aither pro. npted by the
ietion ai the defence, or by %vay of v -ntary suppleinent ta the original affi-
davit.

jé


