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tO me that this is hyper-critical, and that when COURT 0F QUEEN)S .BENCH.a Statute gives equal or concurrent jurisdiction MONTREAL, September 19, 188lto the Court and to each of its Judges, it is to DoRiNs .JMNRx ,COSabe presumed that the intention of the law is « MONK, Ji.Â,Caesato, make the judgrnent of the Judge that of the BnsyLTLIGRP Co.eta.(es blwCourt. MNRA EERP o ta.(et.blw
- The second objection je that the judgment je Appellants, and Low (piff. below), Respondent
interlocutory and flot final, and consequently Corporation..-Lease by Telegrapk Company-.
that the Court of Review had no jurisdiction, Action by shareholder.
and that the Respondent's remedy was Held, reversing the judgment of Rainville, j.application for leave to appeal to this Court. (5 Legal News, 12), that the Montreal Ze.eThe words final and interlacutory have give- graph Company Aad autkority Io ma/ce t&1rise ta, coneiderable discussion here and else- agreement in question witk the Great Nori)Where. They are relative terme ta some extent. Western, and that the plaintifr had not estab.We have generaliy held, in aIl ordinary pro- li8hed suck intere8t as entitled Atm ta main.cedure, that "'fluai," as regards appeal, means tain an action in Ais own name for thelast in the case, but I think there is a great rescission of the cantract.distinction to, be made between ordinary and The Court (Dorion, C. J., and Ramsay, J.,extraardinary procedure. lu the latter therle dissenting> reversed the judgment of theCan be no rernedy by the final judgnxent. The Superio orRivle . eotdiPerson subjected ta it cardes an hie conteet Lear Courtp. , Rad ainvle Jeped n Maeunider a disadvantage which niay be fatal. For LgiNwp 2 n anandtelaeinstance, would it not be absurd, if a litigant'e The following je the judgment of the Court:Whole property were locked up by a sequestra- "'Considering that the respondent bas failedtion, ta Say ta, him, this je not final, go on ta show or prove any damage occasioned to,axid conteet as you can, the final, meaning last hmefproalrsligfo h atrPassible, judgment in the case will do vou hmcfproalrsligfo h atrample, if tardy justice. There je an appeal on by him compiained of in this cause, and hasa Capias and on an attachment, why should likewise failed ta, show that hie bas such rightthere be nane an the appointment of a seque8tre? or intereet as entitles hjm ta, nairstain anWhere there is the same reason for a thing there atomr seilyi i w aeadoshould be the same iaw. But it je said the atomr seilyi i w aesdoStatutes allaw the rappeal in these cases. It hig own behaif;seems ta me that these are statutory recogni- '«And coneidering that it bas been showntiOns that extraordinary proceedings, the injury and eetabliehed that the appeilaute had goodOf which cannot be rectîfied, should be appeai- right and sufficient authority ta entitie them toaib le a s fin a l ju d g rn e n ts . m k n a r u h g e m n e e n c mAgain, article 885 C. C. P. enacts that "corders mk n ar u h gemn eencmOf eequestration are executed provisioualîy, not- iplained of by the respondent;Withstancjjng and without prejudice ta any " And considering that there is error in theappeal. " There je therefore no intere8t ta be judgment herein rendered by the SuperiorlInjured by the party sequestrated pursuing Court at Montreal on the 31et day of December,hig appeai. 1 therefore think tbat the judg-y

Ilent of the Judge in Chambers je that of the 1881, dath reverse, annul and set aside theSuperjor Court and that it has that sort of final- said judgment, and praceeding ta render theity which permits the party camplaining Of it judgrnent which the gaid Superior Court aughtt O 8 p p e a l d e p i a n o . o h v e d r d o d s i t e a i n a dOn the menite it seems ta me that there jeti aerneesdthdsieteato nInothirsg ta be eaid. The sequestrîttion of the coniplaint of the eaid respondent with caste,:Perty of the passessor under title froni the as well of this Court as of the said SupeniorPublic lande department cauld scarcely be Court HnSiA..Doon .,adMrjustified, until perhaps there was a judgment (onSiA..DronCJadMr0.gainst tepsssoifaorfsaean Justice Ramsay dissenting).
Ieith a better titie. I arn ta confirni. Judgment reversed.

DonIaN, C. J., dissented. Abbott, Tait J- .4bbotI8, for Montreai Telegraph
Judgment confirmed. Comnpany.-T P. Foran for appellant. Dautre, Josephl bt Dandurand for the GreatRLajiamme, Q. C., counsel. North Western Company.L. .Ch'ampagne, for respandent. >Iaclzren J- Leet for respandent.8Pagnuelo, Q. C0, coneel. 8S Béethune, Q.Ccouneel.
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