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CHAMBERS.

RE'BROOKS v. IIUBBARD.

Dîviîsion Co'urMs- Removal of Plaild Înto Bilg& Co urt.
Quegtion Involved-Paternity of Ilegitimote Ciid.

Mrotion by dlendant for an order of certiorari te renio
a plaint froin the lst Division Court ini the ceunty of DiX
ferin into the Hligli Court.

Plaintiff's elaim was te recover $62 for the maintenan
and support of an illegitimate chîld of which. defendant w
alleged to be the father.

Plaintiff was the inother of the child. Defendant deni
his paternity.

Section 82 of the Divisioni Courts Act provides that
case the debt or damnages claimiied in an action broughit in
Division Court arniounts to $40 and upwuardsý, and in <î

it appears to any of the Jud 'ges of the Higl Couirt that t
case is a fit <me to be tried -n the Hligh Couirt, and in casE
Judge thereof grants leave for that purpos;e, thie adieu m.
by order of certiorari he emoved fromn the Division Coi
into the Hi'y Court.

The main grommdI -upon which dlefendàant, souglit the
inoyal of the action was, that the liability with which pla.i
tiff soughit tce charge humi existed as a coninuing Iiâbll.i
'which in timec would involve hum in a sum, far heyond t
jurisdiction of a Division Court.

J'. E. Jones, for defendant.

P. L. McCarthy, for plaintiff.

MACMAIION, J.-The only quiestion in the case is one
fart, naiiely: Is the defendant tlie father of the child?J
question of law ean arise on the trial, and it is only whE
diffieult questions o>f law are likely te arise that certion
wilU lie to remove an action: sec Rees v. Williamis, 7 Ex. à
Long)x>ttem v. Longhottom, 8 Ex. 203; and other nases
ferred te in îBickuell & Senger>s Division Courts Act, 2

he disxnissed with costs.


