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eet5llY brouglit a groundless action. The

Pr0f ie direct and* positive by two witnesses--

8e7tOn and Doolan. Now, this appears, I must

ýB4Y, to me, a very serions business. The plain-
tifý 1s Proved to lie a xnost respectable person.
'ýl1le defendant himself, when <called as witness,

elt8i.It was attempted to show that the

"'1ageS ouglit to be small, on the ground that
4beWas not a person of susceptible feelings.

rfeProof ehowed that she kept a boarding
hoiOie and saloon frequented by captains of
t4Per Canada steamers;- and she is, lhappily

orle, a brave, otitspoken woman, fitted to
tIgbt the battie of life in lier bereaved position.

ý31 itWould be a grievous wrong to lier to
1 i'fer that the evidence points to any impro-
»riety 'Of life of a nature to blunt lier feelings.
1'11estn the witnesses to speak ini a sense

'eAtiy the reverse of this. We14, the defend-

%ntII1eets Sexton, and afterwards Doolan, and
*YB this thing, I muust say not only witli brutal
"a1iiess, but adds: "Some say it is Creel-

% S8 orne say it is mine." Now, it struck
14e tliit thougli this was very coarse, it miglit
40 bave been intended as malignant, and I

4kdthat question of the wîtnesses, and they

495id thetre 'was nothingjocular about it at al;

*11 it is simply impossible to tel] this woman,
ttr4der the circumstances, when she comes liere

il jutice, that slie is te, sulimit to such an
,Dtleg...wletlier originated or only repeated
141akes 110 sort of difference. Therefére, site is,

1~ tle 'Very nature of things, cntiticd to' dam-
ane 1d substantial 'damnages, for the dlefend-

AlI ha8 nlot coDtcnted himiself with simply
derlyîng the thing. nor with admitting and

ýpliin for it ; but lie lias wantonlv adclcd
'*bat lie lias beenl utteri y unable to prove, viz.,halirobjeet was extortion.

J"Iei for lintifi $200. wîth costs of
4ktion as8 instituted.

£efeevr S! Co. for' plaintiff.
lOte Co. for defendant.

LÂTOUR V. CAMPBELL.

Co88strbistiAt. 482 C.C. _1'.
J. Judgmient was rcndered lu this

in April, 1815 condemning John Parker
PaY $20 damiages, for which lie and bis Co-

efeIIdaujt Campbell hiad confessed judgment;
1t9% o Campbell himself there liad beena

discontinuance filed by the plaintiff, and the

judment granted acte of it merely, without dis-

missing the action as to him, and gave the

costs of contestation subsequent to, the confes-

sion against the plaintiff. Camnpbell afterwardis

issued execution against the plaintiff for his

costs, and 'vas met by a judgment which the

plaintiff held against him for a larger amouift-

Thereupon Campbiell, or rather bis attornleys,

inscribe the case now for final judgmeflt upon

the discontinuance, and ask for distraction of

costs in their favor. The court holds that the

defendant at present inscribing and moving for

distraction is wrong in both of those proceedings-

By article 482 C. P. the attorney lias not an

incontestable riglit to distraction of his costal

unless hie moves for it on or before the day on

which judgment is given. After that if lie

wants it, the opposite party must have notice.

Here the notice lias been given, and the plain-

tiff produces the judgment against Campbell.
This is surely a good answer to the pretension

that hie ouglit to be made to, pay anyth ing due by
him to Campbell of less amount. Then as to,

the inscription. There is no necessity for in-

scribing at ail. By Art. 450 the discontinuance

of which acte was granted in the judgment was a

discontinuance la the express ternis of the law,

that is, on payment of costs, and acte was given

of that, anîd it wvas cxecutory, and in fact *wau

executed. After acquiescing in that judgment
in this manner, it is clearly too late to corne ini

and change the riglit of the plaintiff under his

judgment against Campbll. Both the motion

and the inscription are therefore dismissed with.

costs.

Jo-NES V. SHEÂ& et al.

Advanres jor Speculative Purposes.

.Jo}INsoN, J1. The plaintiff's action is to

recover SIlI.46. He was employed by the

detèndants to negotiate divers purcliases of

pork in the Clhicago market through a firmn

there. The defeudants plead that ail their

dealings with the plaintiff were gambling

transactions on margin-flo property passifg-

speculations not on nierchandize, but on the

prîce of merchandize ; at least, that is what I

gather from the plea, and the argument madle

in support of it; but it must be confessed that

thle laligiage of the plea itself is rather singu-

lar. It says that cithe only transactions whick
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