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PRAUTICE-CosTs-Two DEFENDANTS REPRESENTED BY SALIE
901,LICITOR-ONE DEFENDANT SUCCESSFUL, AND THIE OTHER
liNSUCCFSsptIi-PLAINTIPF'S LIABILITY FOR COSTS,

AEllitigsei v. Det Skandinatrske Coimpa-ni (1919) 2 K.1B. 567.
Asimple point u)f piractice was ini question in this case. The

action was against two defendants hoth of whIozn were repr, sonted
by the same solicitor but on separate, retaineye, the action %vas
dismisoid as against orie defendant %with costs, and the plaintiff

* suceded against the other with costs. The successful company
had agreed to pavy the-ir solicitors the costs incuîired. on behiaif of
the unsuessfiul defendant. On the trixation of the successful
defendanits' costs the taxing officer held that they wore
entitled to tax as against the plaintiff only one-haif of the items
incurred for the bonefit of both defendants. And tiris decision was
affirwed by Bailhache, J,, and also hy the Court of Appeal (I3ankes,
Scruttoii, and Atkin, L.JJ.). It iray be observed that the
decision turns on the fact thaý~ the retavlcûr of the defendants'

* solicitor was flot a&joint retainer by the defeiudan ts, 1but a sep rat
retainor by each. If the retainor lrad been joint, smr Ae , the
successful defendLants L-eing liftble to the solicitor for tne %wholc

* costs, woul ha-ve beeni entitled to tax theni agFinst the plaintiff.

III-8I3AND AND) WIFE-CONTRAcP---TFM.NPOIuAEY SEPARATION ALLOW-
AN('E FOR MALNTENANCE 0F vn-o s'IAaNEMEýNT
-NO RESULTING CONTRACT.

Balfour v. Balfouir (1919) 2 K.13. 571. This %vas an action
by a %vife again.st her husband to enforce an agreemnt by the
husband to pay her £30 per mionth for maintenance, she agreeing
te suppo)rt horsoif and ne, 'o call upoii hii for any furthor main-
tenancc. The agreement wvas made in the following circuin-

Y stances. Tire parties weio married in 1900 and went te reside in
Ceylon where defendant, held a Governmeiat appointrnent. In
1915 the parties returned to England. In 1916 the defendant

* rebarned te Ceylon, leaving the plaintiff in England where she
bdto remain under medical advice. The plaintift alleged that

before his departure the agreemrent in question %vas madle by the
defendant. The parties reuiaining apart, the plaintiff subse-
quienyly obtained a decree ni3i for thre reetitution of conjugal
rights, aud an order for alimony. Sargant, J., who tried the action
hold thre agreemnent tc, be proved, and that it was actionable. The
Court of Appeal (Warrington, Duke and Atkin, L.JJ), however,
held that the agreenment merely amounted te a domestic arrange-
ment, and gave ne cause of action. The Court of Appeal, however,
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