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judges required to put their judgnients into
writing in ail cases; and that in'very niany
cases written judgîneî'ts are flot calied for.

In conclusion, let us point out what appear
to us to be two great and Crying evils ini the
present systern. The firet and foreinost is
the irîdiscrirninate publication, now permitted,
of each and every case that is decided. The
other cvii is the undue haste with which âoine,
aInd the undue delay Witli which others of thé
Reports record the decisions of the Courts.

LAW JO'URNAL REPORTS.
COURT 0F REVIEW-JUDGMENTS.

MONTREAL, May 31, 18365.
1'RELsENT : Badgiey, Berthelot, and Monk, J.

CIIAMPA(-NpE 08. LAVALLE, AND TRIGO, et
ai, CONTESTING.....BADULEY, J.-This was au
appeal from a judgmenî of the Superior Court
which maintajned the opposition of Trigg, a
hypothecary credjîor. Tuhe real estate ofplain-
tifls husband being sold afler a separatu.m de
biens hiad been obtained by her, he wus col-
Iocated, for the amount established in her favour
in the report of the praticien, on the proceeds in
preference lu Trigg, a hypothecary creditor,
who conîested her claim. The contestation
wau maintained by the Court. The Court of
Review were of opinion that Ibis Judgment
naust be cunfirmod, sa there was nothingf to en-
title the plaiutiff'a dlaim 10 priority befôre that
of Trigg.

AMOT et vir, va. MARTIEAU.-BADGLEY,
J.-The plaintiffs in this caue oued on a con'I
tract made ai Verchères, the action bein.g
brought to recover $112, the balance of moneys
wh they had advanced to the defendant to,
purchase grain. The latter wished tu fyle a
declinatory exception, aileging that the suna-

mOns was wrongly issue& here, because the
contract waa made in the district of Richelieu.
But this exception, owlng to irregularities, was
nol in the record at ail. This ground wae also
irregularly taken in the plea to, the merits, and
of course could not 'stand there; but in fact the
objection could not hold, because the whole
cause of action was in this district, thé contract
was made at Verchères, and the unemployed
money sought to be recovered back was hianded
to thé defendant there by the plaintiff. Thérei
was another objection, that tihe judgment was
nuil because there were no inoeya. But the.
judgmeut was sufficiently motii banse il

aped a fuil and exrcumstantial report of M.
Labade, to whom the maltera in contesl be-
tween the parties and th. establishment of the
balance belween them had beeit referred. The
M91ne mustIbe conflrmed.

AINJ aid he had a good deai of di ffi-

Ku Zofthe reporte lnserted here are lntended
et Yfor aintperusal, and flot for future re-

in onCUeldt h sinalleat possible opace.
e r«Yaddbave all been sbte to

cuit yin coucurring in the judgment. First, as
to the forin, it was true that there was no,
deciinatory exception produced regulariy, but
in the défense an droit, the issue was td1eariy
raised-that the contract did not arise in the.
district of Montreal, but in the district of
Richelieu. The plaintiff instead of moving to,
dismiso this plea as irregular, j-cined issue
and alleged that the contract did arise in the
district of Muntreal. Whben one party tendered
an issue, aud the other joined issue, it became
a question whether the Court would not re-
cugnize il. Again, on looking int the evi-
dence, bis honor found ltaI the main portion of
the evidence turned upon that question-
whether the contraci arose lu the district of
Moutreal or in the district of Richelieu. It was
after great hesitation that his honor felt justifi-
ed in saying that no declinatory exception had
been produced. It would b. the duty of the
Court, if it found ltat the cause of action arose
lu the district of Richelieu, to say that it had.
no jurisdicîlon. The Court was, therefore,
brou ghi directly to the question of the oontrvct.
lis honor, afler reviewing the details of the
coutract, came tu the conclusion ltai defeudant
was righlly oued in this dîstrict.-Judgment
confirmed.

DuouAY va. SENECAL.-BADGLEY, J.-The,
defeudant, Senecal, made his promissory note,
in favor of Jubert. The note was, not paid, ai,
maturiîy, and Jubert did not protesl il,' but
suoe lime after lhe note became due, he pur-
chased frum, Duguay, the plaintiff, certain
effeets, and eudorsed ihis overdue note bo
plaintiff in part pajment. The note not being

pad he -laintif sued the defendani (te-
makeor,) for the amount. The plea was,
freedom from liabulity owing to want of pro-
test. Now there was nothing to, rreveut
th. payee of a note from transferring it after
il became due. The only differeuce was that
lte maker would have a riqt lu plead agalusi
th. endorsee ail the. equities Ihat migitt have
arisen in lb. meautime between hlmself and
and lte payee. The judgment of the Court be-
low, which was in favour of plaintiff, must b.
confirmed.

HALL vs. BRiG.HAM.-BADGlLpY, J. oaid te
record lu titis case had become considerably
complicaîed, but the. Court was disposed to con-
firm the judgment as far as il went now. 14t
was merely for the purpose of enabling an ez
pertise lu take place.

MONK, J. said lte objection bo titis judgmeuî
was that lu a case of ejecîment titere was nu
such, tbing as au expertise ho determine the
rigts of lte parties. This was laylng down a

genral principle witicit was scarcely sonnd.
Eery raie of law had ils exceptions, and the.
une above cited in ne wlse bound th. Court. Il
would manifestly inlerfere aumetimes -with
proceedings before the Court. The Court
did nul feel disposed to disturb the judgment,
thougit a careful anayi of il would be curi-
us and mighl be eif"ving.---Judginent con-

firzuod.,

FLETUJIER Vs. PMiILLARD.--BADIXiLY, J.-


