
LOWER CANAÂDA

dismissing a writ of attaehrnnt nder the InsolveutAct of 1864, Sec. 3, Sub. Sec. fi. le Oubject to review,under 27 & 28 Vic. C. 39, S. 30.
This was a motion to discharge an inscrip.

tion for review Of a judgment dismissingr a writof attachaien under the Insolvent Ac, on the

BOUVIER v. BRIJSH et al.-This was an action
to set aside a sheriff'e sale, on the ground that
the advertisemexxts were flot regularly made.
Thé Court found that thé advertisements had
been regularly made a required, and the action
would, theréfore, be dismissed.

JODoIn v. FABRIQUE DE Motion._bi r rejcte ais costpe.
was an action against the Fabriqué. Thé plea Moinrjce t os.was that it was the building commjtteé on CORPORATION SEMINARY 0F NJCOJET P.whom the responsibility lay. Theré was no0 PARENTEAU et al. and R1oy, creditor, anddifficulty in coming to thé conclusion that thé TouRGEON et al. contestants. This was a casébuilding committec were not responsiblo. The from Sorel. Judgrnent was rendered upon aparty responsiblé was thé Fabrique. Judg. distribution of moneys under an exécution, andment for plaintiff. in making up the judgrnent, thé prothonotayRUTRv. GRANT.-There was nothin b adl taken the Regîstrar's certîficate, by whiChHUNTE lie found that Roy had thé first mortgage.this case to shew the confection between thé Judgment bolow confirmed.transfer of the bailleur de fonds and the accouintoued upon. Several instalments payable under CAIRNS v. HALL.-Action. ini éjéctment. piesthe tranefer were coming due, but at the time that there wae tacit reconduction. No proof ofthé action was brouglit none of thèse mastai- plea. Judgînent bélow confirmed.ments were due. Hie Honor wvas of opinion Pupuis v. 'BELL.-Plaîntiff gota jdmnthat thé action muet; be dismissed with costs. a inst deféndant's daugliter, and inat e seisueTARRATT et ai. V. BARBER et al., and TAR- w iich followed, Borne misunderstanding oc-RATTet al. v. FOLEY .-.. Applications were madle curred in consequence ofthé qardian bingin thèse cases for a commission rogatoire to Eng- Englieladi o al to seak éltncl, and thland. 'The cases had been inscribed for hearing. bailiff being Frenchi and unable to speak Eng.Thé inscription in both cases was premnature lieli. 'rhe bailiff made thé guardian résponuibleandtthé motion to discharge inscription must' for thé entire debt, intereet and coos. Uponhé grantéd in both caes that security bond judgmnént was rendered inthé district of Iberville, condemning deféndant.SERRE v. GRAND TRUNK Co.-This was an This judgment was clearly contrary to law andaction for damages. Thé plea denied that mluet bé réversed. Security bond set aaide.plaintiff had suffered any damage. Thé partieswent to proof, and thé plaintiff brouglit up VIAU v. JURENVILLE....In this casé théréf lire or four witnesses, who estimiated thé was a difficulty about a balance. A stonédamage at a higli figure, but spolie in very building was to hé put upon the p lacé whéréVagué terms of thé nature of thé damiage. Whén theré had been a woodén one. The questioncross.examined it did not appéar that they had came up, was thé builder bound to account forp aid mucli attention to the place, but simply thé stonc on thé promises 1 Thé usagé appearédloed at it as they passed in thé cars. Thé to hé that wheré thé builder is not paid, forCourt was of opinion that there was no damage taking down thé old building, hé has a riglit toprovéd. Action dismissed with costs. thé stone ; but wheré hé is paid, hé muet ac.count. In this case hée was paid $35 for théNORDIHEIMER v.- DUPLEsis.-This was an taking down thé old buliding. Theréforé, thi@action en revendictionm of a, piano. Thé défend. item muet hé déducted.-Ju gmént réformed.ant said hé purchased it at a judicial salé. Thé TY-EEAadGADTUKC.fact of a Purchase at a judicial sale was clearly ATYGERAndRNDRNKC.proved. Action dismissed with costs. As stated at thé time of thé argument, thé Court

did not think it would hé riglit to diemis théCOURT 0F REVI.EW. action on thé demurrér, and theréforé thé judg.
ment must hé confirmed.

Montreal, June 30,1865. CRUTCUTPRESENT-Badgley, Berthelot and Monk, J.ICITCUT
BADGLEY, J. MONK, J.

HART V. ALIE, and HART, tiers saisi.- A SCULLION v. FERIRY et ai--Thé plaintiff,notion had been made by thé' défendants to a w-~ y lnelent a sumn of money te E. B.
6L"lis case, becausé -)r wiciî lie tock bis noté. Not heinwau not indicated in thé mnotion that thc with thé namé of Ferry, *hé Obtain elaPPéaling had been aggrievéd by thé jud4 ... ïser. Thé note, Payable two monthsof thé original Court. But it wus not nécé, .&Itér daté, îîot being paid at maturity, was pro-for thé party t0 tell thé Court that hé was a'. tested, and thé présent action broughit agaînstgriévéd. Thé fact that hée coneidored hiniséif thé maker and endorser. Thé former madeaggriévéd. was sufiiciently shewn by hi' a- default. Thé enidorser, Alport, appaé ning for révision of thé judgment.-MoIon ré. said: 1 nover ondorsed a noté made by E. B.jéctéd with cogs. Ferry. I ondorsed a note of whieh J. B. FerryJOHNSTONwas thé makér. Thé namé in thé protet wasJeNTNet ai. v. KELLY. E. B. Perry. Thé, peculiarity of thé case wasHzLD.-That a ftnal Judgrnent rendéred by a judge, *that on looking at the name of thé maker on
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