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The following are the reasons for judgment of 
the Court delivered orally in English by 

PRATTE J.: We do not need to hear you, 
gentlemen. 

Counsel for the appellant made only two attacks 
against the judgment of the Trial Division [[1979] 
2 F.C. 335]. He argued that the Judge below had 
erred in deciding, first, that the action, in so far as 
it was directed against defendants other than the 
Crown, was not within the jurisdiction of the Trial 
Division and, second, that, in any event, the appel-
lant's action for malicious prosecution was prema-
ture since it had been instituted before disposition 
of the charges laid against the appellant. 

There is, in our view, no substance in either of 
those submissions and the appeal will therefore be 
dismissed with costs. 
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