
Babmeau, and from Charles Babineau to the before mentioned Francois Bourbon (lit Cugiiun, ami Cioin
Frangois Bourbon dit Cognan to Edward Mnrcotte, and from the liutor to Prince. Tlio actual possys.ioii o(
thirty years is clearly proved, and Respondent contends that the documonlary eviiluiicc is nullirent to con-
nect the prasession for the purposes of prescription. At all evenis, the m:i.\im in jxiri aisu ineliiir v.it ran-
ditio possidentis can be invoked in favor of Prince. In the next nlucc, there is no nroof whni.'vcr tint J.i.

seph Harnoia was the lawful son of Eustache Harnois. Vondenvelden took cure to "prove that there was no
extrait baptislaire of Joseph Harnois, which alone raises the (jresumption that ho was not bjrn of parents
in lawful wedlock and has adduced no evidence whatever to negaiive such presumption.
The judgment of the Honorable Edward Short, rendered in the Circuit Court on 14th September, 1858, is

in the following terms :

"The Court having heard the parties by their respective Counsel, seen nnd examined the pleadings, evi-
dence and proceedings of record in this cause, and deliberated thereon, rejects the Defendant's pleas of pro-
scription, as unfounded, but considering that Plaintiff has failed to prove Joseph Harnois to be the son and
heir of the late Eustache Harnios as alleged in his declaration, and that Defendent has proved that the land
in question in this cause, formed no part of the estate and succession of the said late Eustache Harnois, lie

having alienated the same prior to his decease, doth dismiss the action of Plaintilf in this behalf, with eoila
distraita to Defendant's Attorneys, Messrs. Sanborn & Brooks."

Respondent is satisfied that the Court here will confirm the judgment so rendered, for the ro:l^^;)ns there-
in mentioned, as well as upon other grounds hereinbefore urged.

Dated Ist December, 1858.

SANBORN & BROOKS,
Attorneys for KrsponilfnI.


