
I'eople's IMall anîd Deposit Cjo. v. Grant, 18 S. C. IL. 275. The
Chief Justice thon dealt wýth two other questions raised by the
appeal, as follows:-

Asz to the non-alIowance of credits, tiis appears to be fouinded
on accounits laid before the Sorrogate Court, and, as explained,
they dIo flot appear to shoew paymnts or allow anices of whlîi the
defEnrdanit is enititlud to the benefit, save thoso- with wliich lie is
c-redited in the statenient (oxhibit 8) of the computation of the
amouint due to the plaintiffs.

As to tlle award'( of costs against the dofondatît, the action was
~properl oonst ita the tinie of, if not before, the trial. And

tite co(sts reulaiiig to the addition of Smith as a co-plaintiff were
dealt with 1, theli Master in Chambers,

T1'Ie oedn did not thon sublmit to pay, but contested the
acton hroghetand, hiaving failed, there appear- no good rea-

son whly lie sliould not boar the costs.
'lhle appeal should bo disiîîissed witli costs.

MIiEniT>rii, J.A., eoncurrcd, for reasons stated in writing.

(;nî,tiow aiîd MAC1,îLARE JJ.A., tilso coneurred.
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WESTON v. PEIIRY.

Husmband and W if e .lienation of Ilusband's Affections-Causqe
of Action.

Appeal by the plaintif f roin an order of a l)ivisional Court
dismiissing the plaintifF'a appeal frein an order of MAGEE, J., at
ui prius, strikiîîig out paragrapli 2 of the stateniont of dlaim,
which hrgdthe defendant with enticing the plaintiff's lins-
band fromn lier.

The appeal was Iteard by Moss, C.J.O., 081,EI, (GiARROW, MAC-
j~wand MEEI1~JJ.

.3 aknifor thie plaintiff.
T. N. ihlan, for the defendant.

IVESTON v. PEIlý>1',


