
Seý that in the present instance, the judgment being f
$2,500, an appeal would lie to the Court of Appeal by eitt
party% from the judgment of a ]Yivsional Court grauting
refusing a new trial.

The plain object, and a laudable one it appears to me,
the new section 76 (a) was to aveid as far as possible t
dlouble alpeal, first te a Divisional Court and then t'O t
Court of Appeal, in cases likely from their nature and t
aiut involved te preceed te the Court of last resort.

And te this end liberty is given by the section tÀe t
parties, theinselves te, consent, and thus siinpJy te confer t
ncess.ary jurisdiction te hear the appeal.

Thein judgneint at or following upon the trial -where t
issue., et tact are tried by a jury is, in xny opinion, t
"ýjudgixnent, order, or decisiîon" ofthe Judge, within. t
meaning ot the section.

The laniguage is cert-ainly wide enough te cover both 3v
and non-jurny trials without any straining, and its constri
tien should, I think, be in the direction et liberality ratI
thant the reverse, in order te avoid, as tar as possible, t
ncessary e-xpense.

Tie application le granted. Costa lu the cause

CARTWRIGHT, MASTER. OCTOBER 27THi, 19(

CHAMBERS.

CRAMP STEEL CO v. Cl:URRIE.

ýMotion on behiaif of plain)tiffs, ani incorporated coxnpai
to set aiside the writ of suinens issuedl in their naie,
the ground that the cornp)any bad net authorized the use
their naine.

W. E.idltn for plaintiffs.
F., Arnoli, X.C., for solitors.

Tiizn MASTER.-Ifl thua action the company are the si
plaix3tiffs. The. writ issued 6th October, 1904, and v
qpecially inidorsed. The dlaim is te have certain vroee


