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34 ““the Senior Officer present at any locality™™ may, en re-
guisition from three justices of the peace, call vut the troops
in a1d of the (ivil power wherever a riot or disturbance of the
peace has occurred or is antieipated.

Hdd, Brodeur. J., dissenting, that ‘‘the Senior Officer pre-
sent at any loeality’” is not neeessarily the ser’ i officer of corps
stationed at the place where the riot oceurs or is likely to oceur.
The justiecs, in their diseretion, m»v requisition the =enior offi-
cer of any available force.

By s. 34, sub-s. 6, of the above Aect the officer commanding
the troops so ealled out may in his own name take action against
the municipality in whiek the riot occurred to recover the
amount of the expenses thereby incurred which are to he paid
to His Majesty when recovered. By 4 Edw. VIIL ¢ 23 s 86,
this right of action was vested in His Majesty.

Held, that an action was properly brought in the name ot the
Attornev-Generai of Canada to recover the expenses of calling
out the troops ou the oceasion of an industrial strike wm the
city of Sydney, part of which expenses were incurred hefore,
and vart after, the last-mentione:] Act came inta foree,

Appeal allowed with costs.

Neweembe, K.C., for appellant.  Finlay Macdonald, Tor re-
spondent.
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Supreme Court of Ontario——Jurisdiction as {o negliyenee -
sulting tn collision n inland waters—Cunecurrent jurisdic-
tion of Exchoquer Court of Canada, Admiralty Nide.

The question in this case was whether the Supreme Court of
Ontario had jurisdiction to entertain the action.

MipLETON, J.:—The defendant contends that this court has
no jurisdietion over the subject-matter of the action, and that
the plaintifi’s remedy must be songht in the Exchequer Court of
(anada, which is a Court of Admiralty within the weaning of
the Colonial Ceurts of Admiralty Act, 18900 The plaintif?,




