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extended if it were necessary, and if an order could be mad
Court. s
ut there s_hould be no need of any appeal or motion in either
ion of th}s Copr't. The Division Court Judge would, doubt-
havmghls attention called to the fact that the Division
.lms jurisdiction, and that the ruling to the contrary has
rruled, try the action, if no right or title to land comes in
in it; and, if it do, will have due regard to the provisions

udge has again refused to try the case—which seems
obable. And, should it be necessary again to make such a
on as this, it had better be made where there is power to
, it—in the High Court Division.

p DrvisioNaL Courr. June 22np, 1917.
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der of Judge in Chambers Refusing to Discharge
oner on Habeas Corpus—Imprisonment under War-
rant Founded on Police Magistrate’s Conviction—Objec-

ms to Jurisdiction—Previous Refusal of Motion . to
Quash Conviction—Order not Appealed against—DBinding
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al by the defendant from the order of MimprETON, J.,
1, refusing a motion, made on the return of a habeas
for the discharge of the defendant from custody under a
issued pursuant to a police magistrate’s conviction for

‘motion to quash the conviction had been dismissed by

ripGE, C.J.K.B. (ante 77); a motion for leave to appeal
order dismissing that motion was refused by MuLock,
(ante 161), on the ground that no appeal lay. The
Justice of the Exchequer, however, did not agree with
w expressed by the Chief Justice of the King’s Bench as
rpretation of sec. 238() of the Criminal Code; and
"J., held that he was bound by the decision of the

of the King’s Bench.



