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good defence to the action on the inerits. and fiherll-j tilt-
ing the Division Court wherein (sic) the cause of tii. action
arose, or partily arose, and the defendantrei<

The notice and affidav it were filed.

J. Bicknell . K.C., for defendant.

C. A. Moss. for plaintiffs.

FiALCONBRIDGE. .. :1have voi u1ilb the' ûone1usion,
after considerat ion of the prineiples laid downi in Wright v.
Hale, 6 Hl. & N. 227, Turnbuli v. Foinan, 1,- Q. B4. 1>. -2:1>,
ani numerous other cases here and Ii Enladuio ec
22 of 6 Edw. VII. ch. 19 governs roduetflandi is
therefore retrospeetive in its operation.

And of this opinion appear,, to L;ave becn m\ bulî'
Britton in Bell v. Goodison TbrreAier ('o.. mit, 'w61. T
would, of course, have foilowed his jugiuentgii ý 0 ititi indi.-
pendent consideration, but il Nvas ontondeqd iliat iii~-
pression of opinion on that point was no neet~frhge
du'termination of the point whieh he wa:7elngwih

There is no evidenee that the .Judge in 11w Ii ~u
Court entered on any question of juri sdi<iion. 1le prol ui 1 ly
had not the notice or affidavit before iîîî.

Prohibition must go-undh'r ail t1e eircuîu-tnev' t1 i -
oui eosts.
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to 1'eo e te price of Ilirre f t aîa .tu fpan
tif OfllQVu icre for hv. 41h'fendaîîi


