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sion Court should decide the rights of the parties at all,
then if the Division Court Judge misinterprets the statute,
and so gives himself jurisdiction to decide such rights, pro-
hibition will lie, but if it be necessary to interpret a statute
simply to decide the rights of the parties, prohibition will
not lie, however far astray the Division Court Judge may go

This case comes within the latter category, and conse-
quently this appeal should be dismissed with costs.

I should add that 1 do not suggest that the judgment is
not right in law. [ simply say that this Court has no right
to inquire into that question. %

FavrconeripGe, C.J., and BrirTON, J., each gave reasons
in writing for the same conclusion.
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Appeal by plaintiff and cross-appeal by defendant Greg-
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subsequent conveyance and to recover possession of the
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