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. no injury likely to be sustained by a defendant, even though the 
' s o \ - r l U ' N ' Statutes of James and of Geo. IJ . do not extend to this countrv, 

ABBASSIEKAE. ' ^ n e J | i a g e does not ask us whetner the bill taxed between 
attorney and client, in the absence of evidence that notice of 
taxation was given to the client, would justify the Court in 
awarding to the plaintiff without further evidence the full 
amount allowed upon taxation. The only question Avhich is 
asked is the one which I have read. I t appears to me that with 
reference to the question whether a suit can hi maintained or 
iiot without delivery of the bill, the question whether the client 
had notice oE the taxation is wholly immaterial. 

Our opinion to the effect which I have stated will be reported 
to the Judge of the Small Cause Court, and the defendant will 
pay all the costs of this reference. 

M A C P H E R S O N , J . — I concur. 

Attorneys for the plaiutiff: Messrs. Burners § Co. 

Attorneys for the defendants : Messrs. Gray § Co. 
ft 

Before Mr. Justice Phear. 

GORDON v GORDON. 

Suit for Divorce—Inspection of Letters.. 

The respondent is entitled to have brought into Court Ictiors written by 
her to the petitioner, while the facts to which they speak were fresh in her 
memory. 

If the petitioner has none he should make an affidavit to that effect. 

This was an application by respnodent on a summons for a 
list of letters written by respondent to petitioner, verified by 
affidavits, and now in the power, possession, or control of tho 
petitioner, to be furnished for the inspection of respondent. 

Mr. Hyde for the respondent referred to the 7th section of the 
Divorce Act, and cited the following cases : Winscom v. Winscom 
and Plowden (1),- Pollard v. Pollard 8f Hemming (2), Stone v. 
Strange (3). By section 31, Act I I . of 1855, any letters written 
by the respondent at the time when the facts to which they spoke 

(1) 0 SVY. & Tr., 383, (2) Sw. & It., 613, (3) 31 L.J. E s v 72 
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Before Mr. Justice Phear. 

CRUMP v. CRUMP. 

Application for Alimony. Auy. 2(5-

In an application for alimony, it is sufficient to set out the fact of the marriage in 
the petition ; an affidavit to that effect is unnecessary. 

In making the application, it is sufficient to show the Court that there has beena 
ceremony which might be a valid marriage ; and therefore where the petitioner was 
shown to be the respondent's deceased wife's sister, alimony was granted. 

T H I S was a su i tby the wife for a divorce. The petitioner prayed 
for one-fifth o f t h e income of the respondent ' s whole proper ty , 
w h i c h from the affidavit appeared to be as follows : viz., rupees 
583, pep m o n t h , income from the business ; present sha re in 
stock 19,000 ; pr ivate pract ice 14 per mon th for the last 3 y e a r s . 
Tho respondent d r e w 200 rupees a month as actual income. 

Mr. Hyde moved on petit ion tha t the respondent be ordered 
to g r a n t a l imony, pendente lite, to the peti t ioner, his wife. 

Mr. Branson for the respondent opposed the application, a n d 
submi t t ed tha t the pract ice in England , in an appl ica t ion of 

99 

w e r e fresh in h e r m e m o r y would be admissb le as corroborat ive 
evidence. 

* 
Mr. Graham for the pet i t ioner .—The cases cited by Mr. 

Hyde s h o w no au thor i ty for g r an t ing this applicat ion. 

Mr. Hyde in r e p l y . — T h e ru le is clearly laid down in B r o w n 
on Divorce, 2 2 1 . In consequence of the difference in the L a w 
of Evidence the product ion of the letters is of much more i m 
por tance here t h a r t i t wou ld be in England . 

P H E A R , J . — I th ink the respondent is entitled ei ther to have 
the let ters b rough t into Court or tha t the peti t ioner should file 
an affidavit to the effect tha t be has none in his possession. 
Should any let ters be b r o u g h t into Court , the Court will look 
into t h e m and decide which of them the respondent is entitled 
to inspect as being mater ia l to the case. 

Jf G9. 

GORDON 
v. 

CORDON. 




