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UJ, or te deern'natofa qlitst1iIns arising upon habeas

oorpub und&r thie 1Etriadition -je, of a rule nisi calliug upon

thrseretrxo: tue uertuiet of State of the United
Stî~of Amrrthe Aî.ttorieyG-(enera l'for Oiltario, and

lihe sellior ''dg f 1tle 'ouflty Court, of York, ta shew eause

,àhy a w it of IîUa aî.shouid flot issue, and 1 direct
that ~uha raiie iuî-i w granitA. returnable before a I)ivi
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CA.MIPBELL v. (IIOIL

AppalM(LtC'sReport -E xtension of Time.-Dezy--Ez-

Ap eail i, defendant Croil fraiti arder of M"~ter in,
Cbanbe~.anîte 86, dismissing appeilant's motion for leave

to appea] l an to vextond the tirne for appealing from the
Mast-r's epr of P9îh June, 1905, wlîich w"s confirmed by
con-enit on 27h Jne.

G. >n. ý Cî1~,(ornwall, for defendant Croit.

D. W.Sîidr.for defendant McCullough.

\v. E. Mddleton, for plaintiff.

Mt.RDiTH, C.J., disnîissed the appeal with costg.
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W E .BRI'CE MINES AND ALGOMA R. W. CO.

Ra Iwaly-A ppnnlenl? Of Receiver -- ursdiction of Provin-
,ial Courts-RIailtay wholly witltin Province--Absence
of FederI.ial LegishUiîon.

motion 1,v plaintiff, a creditor of defendants, whose rail-
way was situate wholly within the province of Ontario, for
t1w appmiutitient of a receiver.

M.L C. Cameron, for plaintifl.
Brittol Os;ier, for defendants.

MER-IFTIT, C.J. :-It îs clear that if the railway is under

provincial lgishîive-( jurisdietion, a receiver may be appointed


