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witbout myexpress tconsent, and I wll nol
consent. Ho d not de this. Two years wenî

by and on tbe 3rd February an action wasbrought. Taking ail the circumstances togetb.
er, the Cour must consider tbem as equivaleni
te an express consent, and that this express
consent was equivalent to.one in writing.

Mr. Justice Berthelot, who rendered the judg-
ment in the Court below, dissented.-Judgment
reversed.

LANGELIER VS. MCCORKJLL.-BADGLEY, J.-This was an action fer a p at o h Mucaemouey of a piece of land. Teh defendant plead-
ed that ho was net liable. The judgment muet
be revised b y dismissing the ation, recourso
reserved to plaintiff.

BEAUDET VS. MARTEL and ETHIERs inter-
vening party.-

HeId-Wlien a demande lu Intervention bas beenhllowed by the Court, It muet b. sered on the properj*1el and return made wtthln three dans otherwise
it bwmesnaU psofacte. C. 8. L C. cap. n8 sec. 71.

BAI)GLEY, J.-This was a proceeding
Upon an intervention. No intervention was
fyled at the ie the application was made. Amotion was made te enable Ethier te fyle anintervention. The motion wus received. Threedayb expired, and ne return was fyled accord-
ingete Statute. No notice was given te theother parties, aud, by law, the expiration Of
the tbree days rendered the intervention ips
faio nulland void. The interveniug party afor
that made application te bo allowed te fybo bie

moesof intervention. The judgmont grauted
frhrdelay, sud it was upon the judgmenton this motion that the rovision bad beon ap-plied for. The Statute seemed te ho clearenough upon ibis peint. Tho law said that adeiuaud iu intervention being fyled, a party

May movo for its allowance. Aftor it bas beenalloeod by the Court on motion,, if it is netserved on tho proper parties sud return'of ser-vice madew ?tin thre dys, thon the demandlu intervention becomes null ipso facto. Thisobjection wss fatal; hence tho judgmonî muet
bo overruled.

SUPERIOR COURT.-JLJDGMEIiTS.

BALY J. MoiNTRAL, May 31, 1865.
LOCKHEAD Vs. GRANT-In ibis case a re-

bearing badl been ordered. Owiug te some
misuuderstanding a atly, a notice Lad beenfyled for revisio eI fteugmen. Now there
was no judgment te revise, as il had net beenrecorded, owing te an errer on a point of fact.
The action was on a farm base for six yearU,with power te cancel. lt at any time after six
menthe' notice, when the landiord was te take
at a valuation the drawu manure in excess of
usual quauîity left by eutgoing tenante. The
notice was given by the ýdefendant, the band-lord, sud the plaintiff sued te recover tho value
of the manure lu excess. The Court uow rondered judgmeut in pbaintiff's favor for £78.

MILLIER et al rs. DuTTOx, sud DuTTox,Petitioenr.-.The plaintiffs arrested the defeud-

t ut under a lmpas ou accunt of hie intention
tte beave the Proice, and becanse ho wua said
ito b. disposing of and makitJ ay Iwith hie

effecta. The petitioer denied the aUlegations
of the plaintiff, and came up in thé uBual waywich an application for quashing the wrlt.
8ome testlmony ladt been adduced, as to Iaintention to leave the Province and dispose of
bis-effeets. Thoro were contradictions in tbis
tostimony. One of the witne.ses said she went
to defendant's bouse, and there saw that hie
carpets, furniture, &c., had been taken away.The plaintiff wisbed to prodnce ovideuco inrebuttal of this fact, but had been preventod by
a ruling at enquete. The motion for revisingthis decision muet ho granted, and the decis-
Ion reversed, because the ovidenco in rebuttal
should have been allowed.

BERTRELOT, J.
IRELAND V8. MAusuE and DUCHEsNAY, iersSais.-Judgment dismissing the contestation

of the declaratien of the garnishee, with coosagainst plaintiff, the contesting party.
TABB «s. LANCASHIRE PIRE AND LIPE IN.suRtANcE Co.-Judgment entered up on de-fondants motion, on the verdict of the Jury,and action dismissed.
EX parte PELTIER, for certiorarL.-Writ al-

bowod.
EX Parke MORIN, for Certiorar.--Writ allowed.
GILLESPIE vs. SPRAGG.-A motion wus madein thie case, that the contestation of the collo-

cation of Mr. Dorwin by Mr. Lavicount borejected fromn the record, the intervention fyled
by Mr. Lavicount having been previonslyrejected. Motion grautod and judgment ofdistribution confirmed.

MONK, J.
QUIN V8. EDsoI.-This was ah action for reut.Tbinking bis rights jeepardizéd, the plaintifftook out a saisie-arrft, on the ground that theplaintiff was socreting hie otate, debtà andeffects. The foundation for this belief was thatdefendaut had advertised bis Ineveable prolner-t yfor sale. Deondant auswered, true, butt at shows no fraud. Heoeaid that ho wasin community with the moinhers of hi.

family, anli an invontory was taken. Itwas truc tbat tbis inventory was taken atrather a suspiions time, but the Court Ladnothing to dop wit tbat. It might have eulted
bis convenieuce to take the inveutory ai thattimo. Il was also a hîtble singular that, thedefendant did not advertise the sale at LonguePointe, wbero tbe plaintiff, a creditor, wassupposed te bave lived. But these two cir-cumetances wore net sufficient te justify theCourt in saying that auytbin Wa been prevedte sustain tbe plaintis alle0gations, and thesaisie-arrét musi be quasbed, wiih cosis.

WRAGG Ms. RîTcmnii.-Tbiît was an actionfor the recovery of rent. The defence was thatthe bouse bad been leased by the defondant tobe used as a bouse of prostitution; that plainwtiff was aware of this; and therefore ho couldnet in law recover. The defence endeavoredto.prove plaintifl's knowledge by entablishing
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