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An important point in pntaoittfMl by thJM ctuni, whi*h
has giren riae to several confUoting judgmtmtH both here
and in Pranno. /

The appellant obtained a .{ndgmeiR ^ |500 damage*
for fibel againit th« (Iroat North W»Htj^rn Telegraph Com-
pany. The reajioudMnt iNHuud a writ of atta(;hin<^nt to

Mtiie thin monMy in the handH of the Te|«)graph (Company.
The appellant conteatR the atta«;hment on the ground that

the money oaunot b«^ Hoized, being damages awarded for ^

libel.

The question is whether damages awarded for per-

sonal wrongs are seixable or not. Then) was great dif-. ^

ference of>.4>;>inion in France on this point, and it is dif-
'*

ficult to i^concile the arritt. Mr. Justify Papineau has
summed up the case very well in Maurice y. Demtaiers, 7
Leg. News, 861, wherein he held that damages so awarded
could not be attached. In France, under the Code, such
damages have been held seizable. The reason is that they —
are not mentioned in the article of the Code among the
things which are unsei/able. We have a similar article,

and no mention of such damages is made in it among
things exempt from seissure. There have been decisions >

under this article, holding that such damages are seizable

Mr, Justice Oasault so decided at Quebec in the case of
Wmiamn v. Rousseau, 12 Q. L. R. 116. The Court below

*

has held the same doctrine in the present case, and we
are of opinion that the jn^ment is correct, and it is con-

firmed. In BO deciding we, however, wish ^t to be
understood that we express no opinion as to the. right of
a party to oppose other claims in compensation of the

damages he has been condemned to pay for a Mit or quasi Hj^

dilit, or to seize in his own,JM^nds the sams so awarded to

. his debtor. '.;...-'"•'
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: i Judgment confirmed. sp
F. X. Archambqnft,

(jl. C., attorney for appellant. : „ ii.-'/^Tl-
Pagnuelo, TailloH ^ Ouuin, attorneys for respondent.

^*^.

'%


