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evonly balanced, lbe was not disposed to re-
verse. Judgment confirme'd. Duval, C J.,
and Drummond, J., dissenting.

Perkins & Stephens for Appellant; Leblanc
& Cassidy for Respond'mt.

Bitouull (plaintiff contesting opposition in
Court below) Appellaut; and McDoNEI.L,
(Opposant below) Respondent.-D UVAL, CI.
J.-This was an opposition en the part of
Respondent, claiming the mioveables seized in
thu cause. The bailiif lad made an hep roper
returu, that tho îuoney had beeîi paid, w hereas
no moîîey had been paid. 'ithe contestationi of
the opposition (whichi opposition was fouuded
upon a fraudulent eoufossion of j tdgnîont given
by one brother to another> mutst be mnaiutaiued.
-Judgment reversed unauiînously.

Aylen & 1?erkins for Appellant; J. Delisie
for liespondent.

judgmont of the Superior Court. It is a sad

thing that with our legisiation, erring fomnales
have power to imprison their debtors, upon
action of breacli of promise of Inarriage or
seductiov., while honest women are loft to get
their damages as best they can, and the honest
wife is loft without redress against a ra8cally
husband. It is a scandai to our legisiation -
Judgment nîodified, damages $400), with cois
of Court of' Appeal against Rtespoudent.
*Doutre & 1)outre for Appellaut; Mag. Lano-

tot for Itespondent.

L&CRoIX (Plaintiff in tho Court beloiw), Ap-
poilant, and MOREAUJ (Defeudaut en garantie
below), Respouideut.--AYLWvîN, J.-IuI tilis ca8¶-
I dissent f roin thujudgineut about te bce rendered
by the Court. 1 shaht only say I amn of opinion
tîjat the judgmont of the Superior Court is
wrong, and that the pleas of the Appullant,

COUPAL, (Defendant in the Court below) snoulid Lin raifLaitieui; triat tae iraua sOL up 18

Apuellant, and BONN EAU, (Pl ainltiff in the Court sufficient to annul the décret pleaded by the
befow) Respondent. Ilespondent; and that the pleas of prescription,

Exceesive damages for seduction r duced. £100 and the plea of impenses et améliorations of the
only allowed, plaintiff to pay coats in appeai. Respondent are sufficiently auswured again by

DRUMMOND, .J.- the fraud proved by the Appollant.
This was an action cen déclaration de paternité, MONDELE'r, J.-This was a petitory action

instituted by Suzanne Bonneau on the 'JtlI April, claiming a lot of land occupied by dufeeîdanc.
1862. The plaintiff was a niinor at the tirne The controvorsy was as to the sufficiency of
the action was instituted, but -having attained the special answors fylod by the Appellant re-
lier majority while the action was pouding, the jected in part by tho Court bolow. lis Houer
instance was tuken Up in hoer naine. The plain- was of opinion that the judgment should bie
tiff set up thnt she was chaste and was gone- confirmed.
rally ostoemed up to the time lier fault becarne Judgment confirmed, Mr. Justice Aylwin
known. That defondaîît for two years before dissentiug.
she yielded, visited the plaintifi as a lover, and E. Barnard for Appellant ; Leblanc & Cassidy
contiiiually proinised ber enarriage. On the for iRespondont.
Itith April, 18ti1, a child was boni. Plaintif WTO(pani nCorbew)A el
clainied $8,000 damages. Tho Court below lat:aSNL ( dfatndplaintiff inCutb w pen-
awarded $2,00 damages, $(;0 per anhîum tilt gaanti, an SCourLt (efo) endant andtfe
the chuld should attain tho age of 7, and $120 garantief Cout enorai) Res nondnd

per nnu. frm 7te 4, wth nteest.1-ls P wished to buy a small 8trip of land, er Uittie
Hlonor had been neuch surprised at the amount value te any one but himeeoli, and offercd £15 for It.
awarded. The affair which led te the action The price asked by W.- was »eu), wlîich F. refusedl te
was unfortuuateiy not vory uucoiiiiîion in. the pay. Afterwards, P. sold this land to S., who bult
countrv, and though the plaintiti"s faiîîily wa onL i. A petltory action being brought, it was held

1 that F.muât pay tie £20 asked for the land, aud costé
no doub t highly respectable ,yet lits Ilojor could of both courts.
not but regard the d amages as excessive for per- IDRUMýMONDI, J., said the Court would have
sons in their position in life. Tie suin was quite Ishrunk froin. the docision to which it lad corne
a fortune in the country, the £30 per anmuui ai- Iin tiîis case if it lad not found procedents te
lowed to the child frein î to 14 beig almost ijustify it. It was 0one of the cases wlîore sum-
sufficiecît to support a large famnily. 'i lie mumjns would bc summa injuria. The circurn
child, liowever, had died silice the judgrnent of stances were these. The Corporation lia] ne-
tho Court below, and tho Court would Ilot dis- quirod a lot of land for the purpose of opening
turli this part of thejudgmcnt. But tIe aînount Crnig Street, and lavingo taikon as nîncl as
of danmages would bie rcduced to £100, and the they required, tiio remnaindur (a srnall strip
plaintiff would ho condemned te pay the costs 1 only six feet wide at one end and torminating
in tlio Court oi appcal. 1in a point at the other end) was sold, and

AYLWIN, J.-Tho declaration of tho Rospon- Watson became the purchaser. Lt was about
dent shews tîjat this unfortunate girl lad in- .the possession of this strip of land tîjat the
dulged in hier illicit intercourso as long as she diffiulty currod. This strip cf land could
could without producing the natiiral rosult. bie cf noeue te any eue but Fulluani whose
With such libertinage, .1 should have lico f land it adjoined. The purclaser, Watson, being
opinion to award lier ne damages, leaving vice absent fIrom the city, FullumII went to lis
to lie its own rewurd.. The condemnation cf brother and offèed liai £15 for the strip cf
costs, however, would ho a roward on tho sido iad.- Watson declinied to soit ut tînt price,
of the debaucled young man, tho Appellant, but said lie would sel1 for £20 or £25. Fulluai
unlcss it wcro represscd by a mulet. 1 11ope Nvould net accept this offor, but soine time
tînt sudh exorbitant verdicts will be dliecked afterwards, probably relyiîig ou Wntson's abi-
by the reversai, omni voce, cf this extravagant sence, and thinkiug le would oust litai frein
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