
With the Code, for their system. differs essen-

",,,y froin ours. Their renewal is prescribod
by a very short article, 2154: " Les inscrip-
tion,1 cOfservent l'hypothèque et le privilége
Penidant dix anmées à compter du jour de leur

4ae;leur effet cesse, si ces inscriptions n'ont
6t 'rflouvellées avant l'expiration de ce
<llaL" Now, the discussion there arose as
to'> W16ther. this meant that a new inscrip-
tj<51 sheuld b,3 made as directed by article
2148* -&nd the arréts I have referred te are
thie Ptidicial answer te the question of what
It'eanece8sary te do. Here, however, our

leaieattention being specially directed
tilte Code Napoléon, we deliberately devised
&'sý8t6V totaiiy different, and which lays

devn an explicit procedure whicli must be
follwed. The party desiring te renew gives
th oita a notice specifying the particu-
7S5Of the deed to b renewed. This notice is
ý48flbed at fullilength in a new book, and its
1iPiOnp is indicated in an index. In addi-

t0 th5 ir the registrar is obiiged te enter on
tien 0fn of the original inscription a men-

'''fthe renewai. It iis quite obvious that a
%1Pe)rfectiy conversant with the require-

%'ntO Of the law miglit foliow its behests te
the~ letter o ail that he desired te know and

~X~cOver that there was are-registration.
WiI.is 1 he Wight look at the old inscription
Wonid e h knew of, and no note in the margin

W01dtell him that that hypothec had
%b ex of3t(28) He miglit turn te

the nde ofrenewals and find it tetally
b l ie 11miglit go te the registrar and de-

acOpy of the deed registered, but no
ai78 etry wouîd testify te the renewal

(18, or, that the deed was other than it
Xon1e, anl hYpothec which lad no effect.

thiug but a full search, which no one is
1Un1d te r6quire if lie only desires te know a
%Itcr fct would have disciosed the new

ap Pt1On by Faille's deed. In France it
Denthat the party is obiiged te make a
al> ftd er, and, therefore, lie cannot fail

fii th6teWarning. But we are teld,aparty
Ofth 13 e, like respondent, knew, and Bo

oif ut under our law, it is not a question
ta and bad faith. Witli us knowledge
%thing, and, therefore, we are not per-

P~led: like the Cour de Limoges when it
UI cLerenouvellement d'une inscription

hypothécaire est valable bien qu'il ne men-
tionne pas l'inscription renouvellée. Il en est
ainsi surteut vis-à-vis des créanciers qui ont
connu l'inscription primitive, et qui n'ont pu
dès lors éprouver aucun préjudice de son dé-
faut de mention dans le renouvellement."
(Sir. 14 Av. 1848.) It would be impossible te
distribute the money arising from a sale if
we were te admit this mistaken doctrine of
equity. Registration is not the only institu-
tion of the law where real riglits are lost by
laches ; for instance, the omission te give no-
tice of protest te an endorser, relieves, not
because lie suffers by net being notified, but
because lie may suifer. I am therefere te
confirm.

I may remark, there is a littie difficulty
which miglit perliape be, serious under cer-
tain circumstances, but which was not raised
in this case, and which lias ne effect on the
judgment rendered. Faiile's deed gives an
incorrect date as being that of the one it evi-
dently intends, te refer te.

Judgment cenfirmed.
Geoffrion, Rinfret & Dorien fer Appellants.
Beique & MêGoun for Respondent.

CO URT 0F QUEEN'S BENCH.

MONTREBAL, Jan. 25, 1884.
DoRieiN, C.J., MONK, RAXSAY, CR055s, BABY, JJ.
TANsEY (contesting collocation), Appellant,

and BErHUNB et ai. (cellocated), Res-
pondents.

Co8t8-Privilege-Ari. 606, C.C.P.
Where a defenclant in an action of damages

which has been di8missed with co8ta, cawe8
an immoveable belonging te the plaintif te
be taken in execution and 8eld by the
~Sheriff, he has a right te be collocated byj
privilege on the proceed8 of 8(1k for hi8
CO8t8 of suit as wll a8 for the CO8t8 aubse-
quent to judgment.

The judgment appealed from, Superior
Court, Mentreal (Jetté, J.), maintained the
collocation ef respondents fer their taxed
costs in an action, Emerson v. Darling et ai.,
in whicli the respondents appeared as atter-
neys fer the defendants, and obtained the
dismissal of the action witli csts.

Tlie appeliant, a liypotliecary creditor,
contested thie collocation on the. ground that

"R LÈGAL 14BWS.


