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.Afr. Justice Keogh-"1 Are you counsel for
the. prisoner at the bar?')

Mfr. Âd4ir-" I have been instructed by
the Consul for the United States to watch the
proceedings 80 far as certain cases are con-
cerned, and when counsel withdrew from
this he thought it right that I should inter-
est myseif on behalf of the prisoner. I
want to know how far it is my privilege, as
Counsel, te act in this matter, and what
course I should be. justifled ini taking. I
have no wish to interfere improperly in the
case, but simply to do my duty."

1%e Lord (ikief Baron-" If you are not
acting as counsel for the prisoner we can-
not aflow you to interfere."1

Mfr. Justice Keogk-" If, on consideration,
the prisoner thinks properto dispense with
the ?bssistance of the other counsel, and to
accept you, lie is at liberty to do so."1

7fr. .Àd<ir-" I1 have not been instructed
by the prisoner."1

Air. Justice Keogh-"4 Thon your interfer-
once is irregular and unprofessional."

Mr. Adair said lie did not wish to inter-
fore; lie had simply addressed the court in
the discliarge cf lis duty. During the
whole of his professional experience lie liad
neyer volunteered in a case, and lie tliought
the observation from the bencli uncalled
for and unnecessary.

While we heartily cencur in the rule which
ezoludes voluntary services on the part of
counsel as a Most necessary protection to
the court as well as the profession, we can-.
flot but think that Mr. Adair was placed in
a Position Of some difficulty, sucli as fully
warranted hin in asking the'direction of
th'e court; and aithougli Mr. Justice Keogli
Wa" probably riglit in holding tliat lie could
flot inteorfere, the U'nited States' 'consul not
being a party to the proceedîngs, tlie man-
ner ini whici lie did se appears te us Most
uncalled for and reprehiensible. Mr. Adair
was instructeci by the Government of the
United States te watcli the ilnterosts of its
citizens; the prisoner PointedlY threw the
responsibility of his defense on that G;ov-
ernment, and i t does not seemn te us that
their consul could well have helped inter.
fefÏng te the extent lie did--viz.,. te put

the court in possession of the facts, and ask.
for their guidance."
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Action te recover land, part of a Seigneurie.
-Adverse Possession-Precription.
Action by Seigneur te recover possession

Of a piece of ungranted land forining part of
bis Seigneurie,* against a party claiming
under an informal deed from one who liad
ne title deed, but who, with the defendant,
liad been in i.mdisturbed possession for
tlurty years.

Held (affirming the judgment of the
Court of Queen's Bondi for Lower Canada>
that a ple.a of prescription of thirty years'
possession was a bar te the action, as: first,
that it made ne difference that during the,
time of sucli adverse possession the Seigneur
had, under the Statute, 6 Geo. 4, c. 59, for-
the extinction of feudal and seigniorial
riglits in the Province of Lower Canada,
surrendered the Seigneurie te, the Crown
for the purpose of conunuting the tenure
into free and common socage, the issuing of«
the Letters Patent re-granting the saine
being une fiatu witli the surrender te the&
Crown and that, botli by the ancient
Frencl law in force in Lower Canada, as by-
the Englisli law, prescription ran in faveur
of a party in actual possession for thirty
years; and, secondly, that sucli adverse
possession enured in faveur of a party de-
riving title te the land tlirougli bis prede-
cesser mn possession.

Held, furtlier, that sucli junction of pos-
ssindid net require a title, in itself

translatif de propriété, from Qne possessor
te the other; but that'any kind of informai.
writing, sous seing privé, supported by ver-
bal evidence, was sufficient te establisli the
transfer.

The appeals in these cases were from the.
decisions.of the Court of Queen's Bondi in
Lower Canada, in two petitery actions.
brouglit by the Appellant against the Re-
spondent te, recover Possession of certain
lots of land in the district of Montreal.
The facts and pleadings were the same in;
both cases.

The declaration alleged that, on the 2Oth
Octeber, 1832, the Hon. E. Ellice was, and
for more than 20 years had been, ini pos-
session of the ungranted lands of -the Sei&,
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