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they deciared they owed $4,819, and that this
-«rit of attachment was stili pending. The de-
fendantis prayed, therefore, that the attachment
in the present cause be deciared nuil.

1The plaintiffs demurred te the contestation
on the ground that contestants; did not allege
that they had been ordered to pay the sum. ad-
mitted te lie due, or that they had deposited it
in the hands of the Treasurer of the Province,
under 36 Vict. c. 5, and 36 Vict. c. 14.

The Court maintained the piaintif's answer-
in-iaw and dismissed the contestation, remark-
ing that the existence of a prior attacliment at
the suit of another plaintiff was no bar te the
attacliment in the present case.

Counsel for plaintiff cited Duvernay and
Dcsaaulle8, 4 L. C. R., 142.

Ivasn Wotherspoon for plaintiff.
L. O. I»oranger for defendant.

Montreai, March 30, 1878.

JOHNSON, J.

DvIIAMEL et al1. V. PAYErTE.
Jnsolveiai Act-Claiin nol properly inventloried

Held, wbere an insolvent ivho was indebted to" Du-
hamel, Rainville & R,-iiille," inerely puf the naine
"Duhamel " in bis Iist of debts, without speeifying

anÏy amount, that hie wa.Q not discharged from the
claim by obtaining bis diseharge under the Act.

This was an action te recover the amounit of
an account due te a firm of iawyers by a client.
The latter pleaded that lie had obtaii,ed bis
digcharge as an insoivent, and that the amount
sued for was included iii the list of bis detits to
the knowledge of the plaintiffs.

.IOHNSON, -J. The only question is whether the
ternis of the GIst section of the Act of 1875 have
been compiied with. Thiat section di8cliarges
from ail debts that -'are nientioî,ed or set forth
in the statement of bis affairs exhibited at the
iirst meeting of bis creditors. or which are shown
in any supplemeiitary iist furnishied by tue insol-
vent previous to such discliarge, and lu time to
permit the creditors therein ientîoned obtain-
ing the sanie dividend as other creditors upon
his estate, or whicli appear by any dlaimi subse-
quently turnished to the atssiglce.' The iist of
ecreditors witli the (ertificate of the assignee of
the 27th November, 1877. contains the niame
"Duhamei,', but withoi t mentioniug any

amount. The name of the creditors was
4Duhamel, Rainville & RLainvilie."1 A substan.

tiai compliance with the Act wili free tb*e
debtor no doubt. There is abundant authoit
for that; but on the other hand there is a ce
in the Upper Canada Law Journal, Rob8o>

Warren, cited in the note to this sectionli1
Edgar & Chrysier's Insolvent Act of 1875, that

where the plaintiff was incorrectly naned, 0
gave evidence that hie had not been notiftedof

the provueedings in insoivency, the debtor W

heid not te be discharged. Tlîat is not Pre'
ciseiy the case here, 1 think, because, prolbiY
the plaintiffs were aware of the insolvencY bU
there are numerous other cases reported,
the substances of ail of them is Ihat the defeu'
dant must clearly bring the case withill t1ie
conditions of exemption. Now I arn far fr0"'

being satisfied that lie has done so. There 10
neyer been any dlaima made by the plaintiffg Or
by any one of them. The register giveg "0
ainount, and no name of the reai creditor5. h
subsequent certificate of the name 9 DuhahI1 y

with ' avocat' after it in the iist of creditofs? i

not (fliy at variance with the first certifIc"e'
but throws no liglit as to when the ef

avocat'1 was put there. The letter about ForP
ineauls dlaim does not touch this one at alan

is not written by the insolvent, and I Shouîd

have to, strain the law te say that defendant Co~

bar the plaintiffs' dlaim without more attefltioa

on lis part te what the iaw held him to.
Judgment for amounit demnfded»

Duhamel 4. Co. for plaintiffs.
De Lorimier 4 Co. for defendant.

LicpAGE V. WYLIE.

Slander-Aggravation by Unfi.unded Pe"*

.JOHNSON, J. The piaintiff is the widoWr Of
the late Mr. Johin Brothers, who died on1 thoe

8th of January, 1877, and 011 the 4th of Ags
ensuing she gave birth te a chid. TI' de
fendant is charged with hiaving, on twO Oc
sions in Ju]y, said that lier husband was o

the father of the chiid, and is summoned bere
in an action of damages for siander in 80 âY

ing. 11e pieads that the ailegations Of tbl'
action are false, and adds, very unjustifi.byi -
it turns out, that the soie object of the t>

is to extort money, and that the pliniffte~
peatediy tried to get a loan of moneY rl

hlm before she i)rought lier action, and oet

ing witlî a refusai, threatened te sue, o
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