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If It a ay advantage to the I>atillo Coa., thev ehp
iight ent a conditional appearance. But it was"coiictdedg

on thie argument that nothing would bc gained by so doing.
If thew daIimi was an alternative one, as in Langley v. Lm~

ýSiïty ()f [pper- imida, 3 0. L. IR. 245, sneb an apaae
mouýlt h a b,,ncfit, il à dcfaiidant couid slhew ihat anv gra

mewnt was flot -ueh as' te bring Rule 162 into operation. Theurc
woid thai hIý or][\, a separate cause of action against one of

Ille dvedn',but against whieh lie could reco'.er, plaiîîtitf
îghit 4 iii doubt, as în ate v. -Natural (at o,18 P. IL

As the itter is flot eleai, tuae eosts of teamotions wll
be ini the' ci Ii ~.
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