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'lhe actions were brought, respectively byv L)uis and Fabjiell
er to recover moneys alleged to be dlue to the- plaintifs,, but
h, the defendants said, they were, prevenitedl from paying by
m»of garniishee,( procoeidings takert by one Lauzon ini a Quebec

'lhe appe als were heard by MEanRrJÎ, .J... RrnoEu.,
--RFOR1,D EO, and LiN-Nox, JJ.
1. W. Shapley, for the appeilant8.

rA acîintosh, for the plaintiffs, respondents.

ýjl))FuxToN', J., i a written judgment, said that Lauzon, ()i
6th Febru ary and 4th March, 1919, recovered a judpncent ili
Superior C.ourt; of the Provýince of Quebec sgainst Louis Rc
Fabien Richer for $1,797 wvith interest and ccwts. on tii.-

October, 1920, a process ralled "tiers-saisie" issued froni i (
bec Court attaelhing ail mioneys dlue by the present defentiawtS
le present plaintiffs, the defendants in the Qýuciec action. The
;-saiie process is practîcally, the saine~ a ans order-

Upon the returui of the sumamons in the. Quebec Umri,
defenudants i these actions contested the. jurisdiction of thle
We Court to attacli the mioneys due i Ontario; but on1 Ulie

Novemirber, 19'20, the order was muade absolute aud (lie
.idants i these actions were ordered to pay to Lauzon tht,ý
ut of their indebtedness to the. plaintiffs insatisfaction

tauto of the judgmient creditor's (Lauzon's> dlaim. It <tit
sppûear froin the papeýrs filed whether the defendania hadpit
,uoney over to the Qubcjutgment creditor, but it did ti apper
the defendants had assets i Quebec, aud coultrd iyb

le to psy.
rire present plalintifs,, Louis aud Fabien Richer, i&Utsf4
1 tuis situation and denyig the. jurisdietion of thre Qoebev
rt to iake an effective order i the premises, sued thre defend-
Sin a Connty Court, and, upon appearance belng enered,
pipanieti by an affidavit settig out thre facts4ý moveti for andi
Line sumimary jutignnents.
Et ivas plain that this was not a ca-se in whe a uwir
pent should have been granteti. Thre Rule wa-s not interided

roiea simmary method of adjudicatig upon disputed rlgbt.,
asimple mevthod of pnforciug admitted rigirts or ri*rts coers-
which there is no rmal dispute.
17e question which would have to b. deteriuhred i theff
p swas adifficuit one. There was a difllculty at tlie. threshold,

ýu» thecicstançes relieti on as couferring juri.sdietion upoer
(ebc Courts wvere not disclosed.


