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why the Court ihould not interfere, and the pniTer of Itie petiUon
refused. *^

.

I do not think It neoeMary to go farther into the ciroumstaneea aabaa*'
quent to the separation and the birth and baptiam of the ehild, hot 1 mai ^1
(xprets my regret that if these parties cabbpt be cordially reconciled and
live toMthrel- as man and wife, which I stiU hope may not be impoasible, .

that ttaiiverturea of the defendant who does not appear to have be^lfa?

'

indisposed to make an allowance for his wife, to Mr. Venning had nsB
b6en met in a way which mifl^t have led to a compromise—* oomtaSr^^
mise which it may be still hoped may not be impracticable. -'^

'^'

With these views on the oasa, I ami of opinion theliibel mast ba dia-

.

missed. '
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J. A. & W. STREET, Proctors for Proponent.

BAYARD& THOMSON, Proctors for Respondent. _.^'~-,
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