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Considérant que la demanderesse ne pouvait
par une réponse spéciale demander la nullité,
pour cause de lésion, de la dite vente faite par
elle-méme, mais que cette demande aurait du
étre faite par action principale ;

Saus égard & la preuve faite sur la dite ré-
ponse spéciale de la dite demanderesse, main-
tient Pexception péremptoire du défendeur Jean
Baptiste St. Aubin, et déboute l'action de la
dite demanderesse.

Judgment confirmed.

Kerr & Carter for appellant.

Loranger, Loranger & Pelletier for respondent,

Present: Monk, Ramsay, Tgssigr, Cross, JJ.,
TascHEREAU, J. ad hoc,
Lawvor, (deft. below), Appellant, and Woobs,
(pIff. below), Respondent,

The action, en déclaration d hypothéque, was
dismissed by the Superior Court, but this de-
cision was reversed by the Court of Review, and
the action maintained. In appeal the judg-
ment was confirmed. The case turned in great
Taeasure on a question of good faith.

Lacoste § Globensky for Appellant,

Geoffrion, Rinfret & Archambauit for Respon-
dent,

Present: Dorioy, C. J., Monx, Rausay, TESsIER,
Cross, JJ.
Lavronps et al,, (defts. below), Appellants, and
ALariz, (plff. below), Respondent.

The action of respondent was on a note.
Plea, that the note was given in payment of a
threshing machine sold by respondent, and that
the machine was a bad one. A question of
evidence.

Judgment condemning defendants confirmed,

Duhamel, Pagnuelo & Rainville for Appellants.

Loranger, Loranger & Pelletier, for Respondent,

Braurrg, (plff. below), Appellant, and Coupag-
Nix DES REMORQUEURS DU PoRrr DR MoxNTREAL,
(deft. below), Respondent.

Action for damages alleged to have been
caused to the barge Union by the tug Messenger.
Question of proof.

Judgment dismissing the action confirmed,
Tessier, J., dissenting.

Duhamel & Rainville for Appellant,

F. X, Archambault and A™David for Respon-
dent.

Ouvier, Appellant, and Bereevix dite LanagviN,
Respondent.
Judgment of Superior Court,
confirmed.

Montreal,

Dourke, (deft. below), Appellant, and L&
Baxque Jacques CarTiER, (pIff. below),
Respondent,

Action on a note. Plea by the endorser that
notice of protest was not given in time ; the pro-
test being made Tth December, and the noticé
according to appellants, being deposited in the
post office only on the 11th. The Superiof
Court maintained the action, considering the
weight of testimony to be on the side of plaintift.

Judgment confirmed.

Doutre, Doutre, Robidouz, Hutchinson & Walker
for Appellant.

Lacoste § Qlobensky for Respondent.

Present : Doriow, C. J., Moxk, Rausay, Cross, 3J-

LA Baxque Natronaik, (plff. below), Appellant
and Convesss, (deft. below), Respondent. -

Action on notes made in the name of respon~
dent by his agent John Converse (son
respondent).  Ples, that the notes sued on we!®
not justified nor authorized by any authority
given to John Converse. The Court beloW
sustained the plea and dismissed the actiop-
This judgment was reversed in appeal.

Judgwent: « Considering that the appellant®
have proved that John Converse was authori
as the duly constituted attorney and agent of
the respondent in this cause to sign the t.W"
promissory notes mentioned in the declaratio®
in this cause, and that the said notes wer®
given for matters arising out of transaction®
connected with the business of the 8&}
respoundent,” &c.

Judgment reversed-

Geoffrion, Rinfret & Archambault for Appﬂll“nt'

John L. Morris for Respondent.
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UNITED STATES.

SPIRITUALISM AND IT8 EFFECT UPON WIS~
In the case of Leighton v. Orr, 44 Iows, 679, 08¢
Wolcott had lived for years in unlawful rels”
tions with a woman who shared his home, 88
who claimed to be a spiritualistic medium, 8"




