
TIRLE LEGAL NEWS.30

foir bise, to, become responsible for bie obliga-
tlone otberwise than as commune en biens, but
it forbids notbing more. She may make any
4 Oeeds wbich do not involve any responsibility
Or O)bligation on ber p&4rt. Thus, she may pay

'or ber husband, for that le not obliging herseif
for bise. So, too, a niarried woman may re-

nUnice ber légal hypothec on tbe property of

for1 that is not binding herseif.

Irn the present case, the decd of obligation
0O11tIiins two thinge, the wife's obligation con-

JOiIitly with ber busband, and her renunciation
te ber bypothecary rights. The obligation to

P4Y binde the wife only as commune en biens,
a)ld no> furtber. But ber renunciation le per-

fectiY legal and valid!1 The renunciation, bow-
ever, muet be restricted to its express terme.

't aPpears tbat tbe wife simply granted a pre-

ference in favor of tbe Society for the suse of

t'400 lent to, her busband, and if tbe Society

*ere repaid this eum, the wife's rigbte would

4the Mame as before. As a matter of fact,
t'le Society bad received this sum, baving ceded

'te rigbta to the Trust & Loan Company whicb

hii been collocated by preférence. The Build-

1ing Society bad lent other inonies to M. Mas-

tha and taken other bypothece on hie property,

but was not entitled to be collocated for tbese

enn"I5 before the wife'e dlaim. Therefore, the

Coll<catio ln favor of Madame Mastba muet

b' IIIaintained, and the contestationi rejected.

Ronin 4, Archambault for Madame Mastha.

-Licoste «f Globensky for the Society con-

teting.

ROBERT et ai. v. BUBRTRAND.

Election Case-Printilg Evidence.

11n thie case, a motion was made on the part
of the defendant to revise tbe taxed bill of

eosts Tbe case wae one under tbe Quebec

euohtrOveI4,ed Electione Act (Tbe Rouville
cage, Rate, p. 198), and tbe sum of $326 hiad

beteri taxed againet tbe defendiint for printing

the évidence on the side-of petitioflers.

JETTE, J., eaid that formerly, wbere tbe evi-
dource Was taken by a stenograpber, it was not

46'8ary to have it prlnted. But on consulta-

Witb bis colleagues, be found tbat the

following rule of practice bad been made laet
year at Quebec, tbougb it did not appear to

bave been registered at Montreal :

Quebec Controverted Elections Act. Amend-

ment of Rule No. 26.

Under and by virtue of the statute of the

Province of Quebec', paseed the 23rd day of

Fcbruary, 1875, being the Quebec Controverted

Elections Act, 1875, it is ordered by the under-

signcd, being a majority of the Judges of the

Superior Court for the Province of Quebec,

that tbe 26tb of tbe general rules for the trial

of Controverted Elections made under and by

virtue of tbe eaid Act, publisbed at Quebec the

l9th day of Auguet, 1875, be, and tbe same ie

bereby amended by strikiflg out the following

words, "tbut wbere the parties bave been put to,

the expense of a etenographer, then it eball

not be necessary to have tbe évidence printed. "

Under the above rule, as amended, the motion

for revision of the bill Of coste muet be

rejected.
Mercier for plaintiffs.

Lacoste e. Co. for defendant.

MONTREÂL, Sept. 15, 1879.

THE HERITÂBLE SEcURITIES AND MORTGAGE

ASSOCIATION V. RACINEC.

Procedure- Amendmient of Declaration-ilypo-

thecary Action.

The action was brouglit as a hypotbecary

action, but tbc defendant had, in fact, become

personally liable for the paymfent of the debt

secured by the hypothèque in favor of the plain-

tiffe. The defendalit plcaded the exception

resulltiflg froni expenditures.

The plaintifSé now moved to be allowed to,

amend their déclaration~ by taking personal

conclusions againet the defendant.

RAINVILLE, J., was of opinion that tbe

amendment sbould be allowed, subject to tbe

paymeilt of cost8. The defendant wuuld bave

leave to plead again, and the coste would be

fixed at $10.
John L. Morris for plaintiffs.

L. Forget for defendant
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