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

PRATTE J.: We are all of the view that when a 
motion for prohibition is made in the Trial Divi-
sion in order to prevent a tribunal from hearing an 
application, the applicant before the tribunal is a 



necessary party to the motion for prohibition. And 
this remains true, in our opinion, whatever be the 
grounds urged in support of the motion for 
prohibition. 

It follows that the learned motion Judge ought 
not to have rejected the appellant's motion to be 
added as a party respondent to the prohibition 
proceedings commenced by Alberta Government 
Telephones. The appeal will therefore be allowed 
with costs in this Court and in the Court below, 
the decision of the Trial Division will be set aside 
and the appellant will be added as a party respond-
ent to the prohibition proceedings instituted by 
Alberta Government Telephones. 
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