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TS. County Court, within thelCounsel for 

jurisdiction of which he did not|trial 
reside and the 
not arise.

C. attended at' the 
Thcause of actibn didhrisdiXX °Ä£i£

firamiUte ™at'enredff to^rpIafotiiT^After-
d ction on,lhr d‘TUt1 thC J“”S: wards for Sefendant 0b,ain-
dmhon of Ute Court, and lntended ed a summons from the Countv 
to apply for prohibition tf the Court Judge to set aside the ve/ 
act.on were pers,sted m. Notwith-diet, on the grounds of surprise 
standing this notiee, the plamtitf and want of good faith. o/this 
procecded to judgment. The de- application no reference was made 
endant then applied for prohibi- to' the question of jurisdiction.

While this motion

tion
■ing

rhe

icd
the
"ter

e-
rv-
3e- was pending 

defendant applied to this Court for 
prohibition. -

Held, that the defendanthe • i , was
entitled to the prohibition with 
costs, although he did not show 
meritorious defence.

to
Held, that the defendant, having

He,*, atso that when there
nothing on the face of the proceed- rnerely hecause he allowed the case 
ings toshow want of jurisdiction, to be tried and judgment signed 
and the objection arises only upon especially as on the trial hf stili 
sheiving the residence of a party took exception to the jurisdicUon
“tion a°nd “thfVa , °fbut tkat- on the subsequent motion
action, and the faets are not to set aside the judgment there
brough . forward until after judg- was such a complete acquiéscence 
ment, the granting of prohibition in the jurisdiction with full know- 
IS m the dlscretion of the Court. ledge of the faets, that this Court 

Kobertsoti v. Cornwell, 7 P. R. should not interfere.
297, followed. Rutherford v. , ,L
Walls................................J ofi Held, also, that the provisions of

section 32 of The Administration 
2. County Court-JurisdictionoffJllStiC/, Afct' 1886'. (*■ S- M„ c. 

— Acquiescence in jurisdiction— ■s' , ■’ for allowing service of
IVaiver—Assets in Manitoba of ^rIts summons out of Manitoba, 
value of $200—Allowing service ot/ef!.?,0.1 appll't0 the County Courts. 
of jurisdiction.]—G. issued a writ ",Mms v- Chadwick .... 209 
m the County Court of Selkirk 3. County Court—Jurisdiction of 
against C. for breach of contraet. —Titte to land-Effect of raisiL 
C. lived in Ontario, and the cause objection to jurisdiction in disbute
of action arose there. G. obtained tiote—Taxos__nf i
an order from the County Court stead before patent —LiabilUy"of 
Judge allowing serv.ee on C. out of occufant-Assessment-Råtes - 
the jurisdiction, on an affidavit that Evidcnce-Owner or 
C. Jiad a,ssets in Manitoba to the 
value of $200 at least.
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ft Ihe plaintiff, a rural Municipalilty, 

t then sued the defendant in a Cnuniv
apphed to have the writ and service Court for the taxes on a half section 
fet a?lde foJ. w*nt of jurisdiction, of land for the years 1888 1889 
but the application was dismissed. 1890 and 1891 The defendlnt
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