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The original ininuteof a notarial acte inipeached en faux
is to:*be fyled, in most cases, by the defenda-,nt enfau.
Paquet vs. Demers, 1810, no. 107.

If the moyens de faux be such as will flot (if proved) affect
the acte impugned the court will set them aside
and proceed in the cause in chief. Baby vs. Bernard,
1810, no. 667.

In the case of a will, a suggestion that oniy one notary was
present at the execution of the instrument is a Ynoyen
defizux pertinent. Proux vs. Proux, 1919, no. 106.

A cdaim which lias no connexion with the deinand in chief
cannot 1)e the subjeet of au incidentai cross demand.
ILafleur vs. Mure, 1810, né. 41.

Am incidentai cross demand niust be founded on, and must
set forth, somethingr more than tlic matter pleaded by
exception to thue demand in chief. Dussault vs. Stuart,
et vice versâ, 1816, no. 267.

In au action for rent that the defendant has flot been kept
"iclos et couvert" cannot be pleaded by exception to the
action: it is a breacli of coutract on flue part of the land-
lord, and the tenant mnust seek his rernedy in damages
by an incidentai cross deinand. Wcippert v.Ifflaud,
1820, no. 122.

In an action for work and Labour in building vessels, the
defendant pleaded want of skili and filed an incidentai
cross demand for damuages, and this wvas held to lie the
correct course of proceeding. Gzaineau vs. Marette,
1818, no. 51O.

An incident-ai plaintiff must give security for costs, if lie lie
resident mwithout thue province. IM'Caliuni vs. Delano,
et vice versâ, 1812, rio. 399.

Of an irregular cross demand (incidentai) adviautage nust
lie taken by exception à le forwe. Tarner vs. Wluit-
field, 1811, no. 10.


