
BANK 0F B. N A. vi. BENoiT.-BADGLEY, J. Position tahould be mnotiv,# that the ce.d of donation-A motion was made in this case by plaintiff was fraudu1ent, and flot that the opposition wua un.to reject the motion of defendant for inscriptio supportud by sufficient proof.as being too late. On looking into the recordi BADGLEY, J.-This was an application for re-the Court found that this was tbe case. Motion vision of a judgm.nî fromn the District of Iber-granukd w*h cou. ville. The plaintiff obtained ajudgment on the
4th April, 1863, against th. defendant on certainCOWAN V. MCCREADY.- .BADGLEY J..This mortgage deeds which had reference 10 smewas a case from the Circuit Court, Montreal. pioperty at St. Athanase, belonging to the de.Tihe defendant, who was building a bouse, gave fendant, running back to 1830, wbich were es-it out to b. built by coiitract to two individuals, tablished b ythe judgment, but the amnount flotfrom the foundation to th. roof. The roof was being fixed b[y the judgment. Altbougli theto b. cov.red witb a Iparticular material, and riglit of the plaintiff wus then settled, tbehm roofing was donc by plain tiff. Finding, precise amount was afterwardm establimhedprobably, that lie could flot get bis moncy from with the assistance of au expertise. It was forthe contractor, lie turned round upon the pro- tbis amount se founid 10 be due ey dedant toprietor, defendant in Ibis action, and allcged plaintiff, that the latter caused to ismue tb. wriîthat the roof was covered at bis requcst. There of execution by wbich the lot of land, the prop-was no doubt tbat tbe roof was covered by erty of the defendant aI the date of the .iudg.the. plaintiff, but tbe lestimony of Mr. Brown, ment, was seized by tb, Sherliff. On lb. 7thth. arcbitect, was conclusive te tbe fact that April, 1863, ouly three days after tbe renderingrMr. McCready neyer bad auytbing to do with cf the judgment, the defeudant made an act ofthe plaintiff, and wouid bave notbing to do witb donation, by wbich lie transferred the landhum about the matter. The engagement was seized in this case to bis two sons, one ofbetween the plaintiff aud Sheeban, the con- wbom was a minor and th. otber cf age.tractor. Tbe judgment of the Superior Court The consideration cf the donation wam te b.dismimming lb. plaintioes action must bo con. the support cf the father and mother and tbeirfirmed. Judgment confirmed. two daugliters, besides the payment of theFAIBRIQUE 0F MONTREAL v. BRUT mortgage indcbteduess cf tbe lot cf land. The

chuldren douces neyer disturbed lb. fatber inHxx.n.-That th. heire-at-law are liable each for hi. bis possessiou. To the plaintiff'm meizure cf lb.ahare only cf the pew rent due by, and the charges forlocfadteposnsfldnopsio,interring their parents.looflnteopsnsyedaopsio,
BADGLEY, J.-Tbis was an action brouglit settiug out titi. under the deed cf donation,against a single individual, Josepb A. Branit, which was dismissed. The only difficulty aboutfor lbe recovery of lb. full amount cf pew reut, lb. case was tbe ground cf the judgmenl atfor the pew occupied by bis late fallier in the Ibervili,. The ground assigned was, tbat b.-Parimh Churcli, and al-so for lb. full amount cf cause the opposants bad not made sufficientthe Church charges for the burial of bis parents proof cf their opposition, il must be dimmimsed.inside the cburch. The question did not turu Now Ibis was not tb, question : 1h. _questionupon th. largenesa cf the amount, but upen the wa b rudln edo oain.Ti ujdefendant's liability for the wboie. If the defen- meut cf tbe Court cf Review waa in ils reu;dant eould be oued aI ail, ho could only be sued the saine and confirmatory cf lb. judgm.nta& th. heir.at-law of tbe pcrson who owed the rendered aI Iberville, but il wus upon the groundtant. Now there w.re tbre. brotbers, beirs.aî. that the deed was frauduient. As lb. partieslaw; therefor, eacb was hiable for a third ouly. bad ben apled sr, bo thcotiv ofl 1h.Thon as to the interment charges. The defendant juodgmntiv ppeald rmnt cora wud.bdid not make au arrangement witb the Churchalod-Mtéofugetcrcedauthorilies for 1h. interment cf bis father aud WALTON v.DODDS.mother : lie was not present aI bis father's in- Hze.»D-That where land sold la found to b. le,,@terment, but assisted aI Ibat cf bis moîber, and than the aileged extent, th. consideration money iiknew where il would take place, withouî be proportionably r6duced. 2. Thal where no0 ap-making en ~otecf ~Hcation is made by the parties Of payments, thewau wi tth debrteu o defendant- Tber, was Kurt wil appIy them bo the most onerons debt.a privilege in favor of th. Churcli charges, BAL>GLEY, J.--Tbis wus an appeal from thebut Ibis privilege could only go ho tb, extent district of St. Francis. The action wau broughtforwhih l. idivdua Wa hale;and thre-by plaintiff against the defendant bo recover afore, defendant could onlybe beld hiable for on ece cf prepr Tb plitfary eoithird. Tbe Churcbhbad flot establishd tbe ex- 10 defendan»t a piece o fland measuring soistece f ay cotrat wtb efenant tby zany superficial acres, for which he was to re-ousedc oif ay epesntrat i c f e î Unda:her ceive a certain sum. cf money. The lestimonythose circumstances, tbe iudgment would be ascmlt10be tineacf00crsreform.d ; and tb. judgmenl would only go for there were only 335. There wus another point.one-third cf tb, amount claimed, or £36 in ail. Tbe defendant pleaded compensation by ser-Judgment reformd. vices rendered, goods and moules paid, fyling

a very long an db eavy bill cf particulars inMcGUiNms v. CARTIER and CARTIER op. support cf bis pretension. The only qestionposant. was witb reference te tbre. suma cf moneyILD-That whoe an opposition te th. sale of land covered by the plea of compensation. The15 baaedu a~1 titi. under a deed cf donation manifest. plaintiff was brouglit up and questioned ro-lly fraguduint, the Judgment dlsmlmulng eueh op- specting these payments, which were admhtt.d
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