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Consequently, ,t can now be determined by pleading 
return and a trial of the issues so raised.
n/hnl”""',’u Barn: 326, on motion for mandamus for delivery
riaht to th ffi™8 JC,Cted that’ there bei"g a contest as to the 
ghtto the Office, it should not be granted, the objection

overru ed as, ,t was said, the facts concerning the con e would 
properiy come up on the return. "
CourMnwh^T'’ ’ Barn' 35°’ a Preced™t was cited by the 
Cour, in wh.ch, where a mandamus was directed to one Kellev

deln.r to one Wm. Thorney the records ofthe town bdo / - 
ng to the steward of the court, and a return was made o it Z 
riiorney had no right to them, this return was tried and ‘ 
peremptory mandamus was afterwards granted.

Even if the affidavits in reply can be here considered ther-
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QUEBEC bank v. miller.
(In Appeai..,

Bi“ 4 Exchange.—Acceftance not in firm
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Held. That the firm was not liable.
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/. B. McArthur, Q.C., for the plaintiffs. 
./• S. Ewart, Q.C., for the defendants.
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