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ii in the present Proceeding-.the inatter, as Ithinkc,,he ju isdiction or the court below.w as it was before t'le amending Acts iýs found discuseEL J.185;lu tat article are set out the cases theret>.~these cases, however, came Moore v. Gillues, 28 0. 11.iicli ail the previOus cases (amongat themn Magann v,0. -R 37) were reviewed, andl a Divisional Court fielduty Court Judge has now the pow-er to decide whetherWrongtulY hoids. By that decision I arn bound, andl 1
the objection better foiunded that the matter in dispuitein the fligh Court action, begun before thie overho]d..proceediDgs were begun. There i8 nothing to prevenit1 £rom applyinig for any remedy given him by statute'8w.

remove the proceedings, as no writ ot pseiou bas0. 1897 ch. 171, sec. 6.ion must be disinissed, without prejudioe t uapir sec. 6 nt the proper thxue. t napi
niake an ordler giving t1nie to the tenant. quia tiinef,1, to get another place.
I h no coatq, no one appearing to oppose the appli-
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