
t'asses of fées, in order 4.o combat any distinc- RAMSAY.-TIOy are. fot chagdithtif<rthat might be attempted to be established Police Court. a~di hUetWeen them. 
MIARCHIAD..1 was informed that they were.MONDELET, J., said ho had to interpret the They are at ail events charged.atatute judicially, and that ho found it appliedato er Que nd tD xepinwsmd R.,MSAY.-The fees payable by th-ý Crownto ver on, ad tatno xcetio wa nidehave always been charged because the Clerk

as Y, te leoxaaytatdffci of the Crown had a percentage on them. Itonce,~~~~~ ~ ~~ atl nwrtelere ug was One of the crimes charged to Mr. Delisieonewoldanwe te eane Jdg Y ci- that ho a hre these things, and it appearsting 2 Dwarris, p. 668, lYho says, - ti h htthe practice is contjnued even to the pros.
raie that the King shall fot be restrained of a ent day ; but having been daily in the PoliceJibety r rght o hd bfor, bythegenralCourt fur the hast three months it is certain thatwords of an act of Parliament, if the King i5 the sap r o fie nConcssnot named in the Act ." The clause 9 said that aTh e n okthefied in Cron caliées.anthese fees shouhd be taxes «"payable to the Tohecso Cour too the mn enrdbr n
Crown." 

n eiinhsytbe edrdÂYLWIN, J., cited the maxîni "Ecctesia ecclagiam non decimat." 
LAW JOURNAL REPORTS.DUVAL, C. J. Tlhe question is simply this,has anybody an interest in tbe Crown paying COURT 0F QUEEN's BENCH-APPEAL

RAMSAY.-..NO; The Officers of Justice in IDJDG ETMontreal are paid wholîy independentîy ofthese feeu. Hie was quite prepared to admit. MONTREAL, Decemaber 7th, 1865.that if an interest had been created in favor of PRESET JutcsAliMrdhonany officer it would be a sufficient reason to ENT t Juside Aylwin, erodtMnmake the Crown pay; but there was not n eetad oaneany such right. In conclusion, ho would re- MENECLIER DE MOROCHOND, (defendant insnme that the fee sought to bo recovered, be- the Court bûlow), appellant; and GAUITHIER,longed to the Officers of .Justice fée fund, and (plaintiff in the Court below,) respondent.that therefore no question could arise as to its IED-Ta rsrpinde o u gis
bein.- part of an appropriated fund ; that by HLD-Tapecitoade o ai gisS'eti1on 9, these fees formed part of the revenue the wife's dlaim for reprises matrimoniales whileof the Crown, and that to force the Queen to she is under marital authority.pay for stamps was to force the Queen to pay This was an appeal fromn the judgment ofthe Qiieen ; that Sections 12, 13, 15 and 29 ail Mr. Assistant Justice Monk, rendered 27thshowed that the Statute did flot intond, much Nov., 1864. Tho action was brought by thelessi eciare, that the rights of the Crown plaintiff, Ed. D. Gauthier, as universal up~u-ah ould ho cut off; and finally, that the fines for fructuary legatee of Marie F. Gauthior, for 1 rienot using stampswere payable totally to the amout of ber reprises matrimoniales and dow.Receiver..General for the general uses of the er, and also for an account of the communityProvince, and the prosecution was to lie at the allcged to be subsisting between her and berinstance of Her Majesty's Attorney or Solicitor- husband, Meneclier. 'The j udgment awardedGeneral. In other words, that if the Queen did the plaintiff $3,023 as the amoun t of the re-not pay a tax to the Queen, the Law Officers prises matrimoniales, and $2,242 for what Marieof the Crown should proaecute the Law Oflicers P. Gauthier had inherited froni her father, to-of the Crown, and the fines ahould be paid to gether with $500, the amount of,her douairethe Receiver-General. préfix; but held that the community betweenMARCHAND, Dep. Clerk of Appeals, resisted Meneclier and bis wife had been dissolved.the motion. There might be contingent interests LORANGER J., (Who sat in this case as judgein these taxes reaching a certain amount; and at ad hoc instead of Mr. Justice Drummond) ron-ail events the balance of the Officers of justice dered the judgment of the Court of Appeals,fee fund would go to the fund for the erection unaninuously confirnuing the judgment appeal.and repair of Court Ilouses and goals if it ex. ed froni, the grounds of which were briofly asceeded what was required to pay ail the Officers follows : By the contract of marriaee betweeuiof Justice. 

Meneclier aud bis wife, dated 18th July, 1822,DUVAL, C. J.-But are any of your salaries it was stipulated that thore should ho commun-dependent on these fees ? ity between them. There was stipulation deMARCUAND.-NOt drtl.propre des biens de la future to be estabîished.direcly. . by inventory within filteen days froin. the dateRAmsAY.-%WO have nothing to do with inl- ot the marriage contract. It M'as, moreover,direct interests. The only persons who seeni agreed by the miarriage contract that thereto have any interest, are the persona appointed should be a douaire prixjI of $500. By judg.to sell atamps; but their interest can hardly be ment of the King's Bench, 8th June, 1826, aconsideréd as affecting the question. separation of property between Meneciier andDuvAL, C. J.-Certainly not. flut what is bis wife was pronounced. Madame Menechiorthe rule followed elsewhere as to charging these renounced to the community 15th June, 1826,5tamps 1 and on the 19tth Feb., 1826, the report of th«
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