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to have received fromi Mr. J. 0. Turgeon, ad-
vocate, 450 shares in the capital stock of the
Laurentides Railway, making $4,500. Mr.
Sénécal undertook to return an equal number
of shares to Mr. Turgeon between then and
Monday next, or to pay him $4,500 in money.
The shares were flot returned. Mr. Turgeon
transferred his dlaim to the National Bank, and
the Bank transferred its dlaimi to the plaintiff.

The defendant pleaded that the shares in
question had no value; that lie had had no
value for the writing%e had signed, and that
Turgeon had given no value for them, and de-
fendant offered to return them.

F. X. Archambault, for defendant, cited C. C.
1067, 8, 9, and said that there had been no de-
fault as yet.

PicR CuRiA&m. This is a mercantile flatter re-
gulated by C. C. 1069: 16In ail contracts of a
commercial nature in which the tjine of per-
formance is fixed, the debtor is put iii default
by the mnere lapse of sucli time." As 1 rend the
agreement, the defendant was bound, su soon1
as Monday, 11Ith Mardi, 188 2, wits past, t o pay
the amount in money. The plaintiff, therefore,
18 entitled to judgment.

Judgment for the plaisîtiff.
Geajîrion 4 Ca., for plaintiff.
.Archambault 4 David, for defendant.

SUPERIOR COURT.

derstood between the parties that the defendant
should not, on any account, for the space of
five years from date of deed. enter into the
manufacture of or sale or business, or in anymanner deal or be interested in wool flock, tathe detriment and injury of said Pierre Catelli.

The complaint was that since the said datethe defendant had continued to manufacture
fiock, to the damage of plaintiff.

The pretension of the defendant was that hehad neither sold nor manufactured flock. Ist.The article manufactured by defendant was ob-tained by a process different from that pro-ducing fiock. 2nd. The article produced bydefendant was composed of different elements.
3rd. It was not called flock. 4th. It was mucli
more costly than fiock. 5th. It served an entirely
different purpose from fiock.

PER CURIAM. The defendant admits thsitflock and wool batts or carded shoddy, are twoarticles resembling each otbtr a great deal, andthat in passing thema fromn liad te hand it ir,difficuit to distinguish them. l'le Court issatisfied that the article produced by defendaut
comes from the article produced by the plain-tiff, and that the defendant cannot prodluce hi$article, caîl it wool batts or what you please,
without producing the article made by plaintiff,
the business of which and the good will ofwbich wati sold by defendant for a suni Of
$4,000. The Court, therefore, tbinks that the
action by plaintiff is weIl founded.

There remains to settle the quantum of daiflages. The witnies8, François J. Langlois, sasthe manufacture by defendant was3 after themonth of August. The action began on thtiil th September, which would give ten days Of
altle u9Te or tne action. TJhe CoMONTREÂL, April 3(), 1883. fixes the damiages at $20o, and grants the ot

Be/ara TORRÂNCE, J. conclusions of the declaration.
CATELI V CowER.Judgment for the plaintifiCÂTELi v COWER.Du/sarnel 4.Rainville, for plaintiff.

Contract-Sale af business and goad wil-ifaigu &'ofrion 4.Co., for defendant.
facture aflsimilar article. SUPERIOR COURT.Tse defendant sotdhki business as a flac/cmanu-

facturer, including t/se goad toill, and under- MOMTREAL, Junie 26, 1883
taook not to deal ar be interested in waal flacc Befare TÂIICaEREAIJ, J.
for lice years. lie continued ta manulfacture LIGHTHALL V. CAFFREY.
an article calleci woal batta, or carded s/îaddy, Brakers8 Commission.clasely resembling flac/c. Hetd, a breacis of W/sera a broker or agent bas negatiated a 8cantraci. af praperty beiween /sis principal and a piThis was an action for breach of contract. chaser wbom be bas pracurcd, and an agrTedefendant, by deed of sale of date ment for carrying aut t/se transaction is s11 th March, 1882, being then a flock nianufac. tered inta between t/se parties, ise is entatledturer, sold with promise of warranty to plaintifi bis commission, notwilhstandîng t/sat thse agr,certain moveables in the factory of defendant, ment may tali t/sroughb y reason of bad JaNo. 564 William street, tegether with the good in ane or at/ser af thse parties ta t/se contract.will of the business of wool fiock manulacturing, Tise action was for $5,025, being $5)0which defendant had carried on for some time. commission for the negotiation of a sale'The consideration was $4,000. It was well un- propertî, arnd $2 for drawing the deeds, etc.
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