
RE PINYELLE AND THOMPSON.

innelie on the 14th October reeived the notice sent to
ybury, and was then in time to launch an appeal, and
L then have obtained an extension for fifteen days, but did
Dg.
hompson obtained his certificate of record on the 2Oth
Per.
lie time limited by sec. 133 expired on the 31st October at
-ate, and nothing was donc tili the l8th November, when
~ommissioner-so far as I can sec, without any jurisdiction
re Pinnelle an appointnient to hear the application on the
December. On this date Pinnelle did flot attend, and the
aimioner dismissed his motion. On that occasion he was
mented by a friend, but had. no evidence of any kind.
c) appeal %vas had fromn the order within the time limited.
Itge bas the power to extend the time for a period of fifteen

On the last day but one of the time an application was
to me ex parte for an order extending the tirne. I de-
Ito act ex parte, and directed notice to be given for the

day. By one more bungle, this was flot donc, and, with
hesitation, I then made an ex parte order, not to issue tinl
was served, and reserving the riglit to consider the whole

r upon hearing both parties. No adequate mnaterial was
produced, and. the ruatter again stood, and some informai,
wa hmi now heen placed before me.
king every allowance for the ignorance of this foreigner
. it la clear that the case is quite hopeless. The numer-
!Iays are quite unexplained; and, though the Recorder was
~in no t giving the notice required, I do not think a notice

a> Poreupine would have reached the appellant. The notice
sec. 130 did not; and, in any event, the Act seems to'

1 great importance to, the notice of judgment under sec.ý
When this ivas received, immediate action was required,
àis is absolutely wanting.
Sait present adNised, I think that the Commissioner aione
ttend the time, and bis decision is, I think, final. The ap-
riTeli ii not from a discretionary order of this kind, but
à final decision upon the merits. Further, the order of
»mnissioner made relfusing the extension of time was upon
plication made after the expiry of the time limited for an
ïon under sec. 133.
a-Dy and every aspect of the case, the motion fails.

bat I fear is that soule time a case may arise in which,
ilsi, no due notice is given of the hearîng, and the notice
Sdecision may be duly given, but may not reach the party


