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R. ROWLAND~ AiND MCC'ALIUM-RIDK)LL, J., IN CHAMBER-
DEC. 1.

Appea-Learo to .4ppe4 front Order of Judge ini Chambers

-Conlictiirg Dïcisiînui-Co?,. Rule, 777 (3) (a)1-Motion by

Mscaflum for leave to appeal to a Divisional Court from an order

of 1ERMI-n Cii , in Chamnbers (l8th Nov., 1910) dismisa-

ing a motion by MfcCal1um for prohibtion to the Judge of the

Couinty Court of Huron in respect of a proceeding under the

DrAinage Act. uEL J. :-l need flot reiterate the eare which

should he taken in applications of this sort to, see that the matter

coe fairly under the new Con. Rule 777 (1278). In the pres-

O*ut cawe, 1 think that it ean fairly be said that there are cou-

£lieting diin-adthoughi ini one cas the decisions are

thoft of the Judges of the Court of Appeal, these shouhi, 1 think,

for the purpose of the Con. Rule be considered decisions of

-judges of the lligh Court." 1 grant leave to appeal under

Con. Rule î77 (3) (a).ý Costs in the appeal. II. S. White, for

li<.allumi. W. Proudfoot, K.C., for Rowland.

*Re FosEm &Nt) ToWvNsiiiP OF RMMEOUIDIVSONAL COURT--
Dxc. 1.

Municipl COrporait .Ofs-POUPrs of Lîcensng and Regula

tig~- BfUi#zrd Tables- Ry-awý-Licelse Fee-Prohibitivs

A nui e cv teu-PoWuers of Provincial Legîsiure. ] -Ap-

p-il by Charles Foster from the order of MiDD)LETN, J., 22

L~l 2C, ante 6,5, disissiflg a motion to quash a by-law. THE

Coir (FA[ÀOWiBEIDGkCKB, BRITTON and RiDDELL, JJ.)

dimmd the. appeal withl costs. J. M. Ferguson, for the appel-

hULt J. 0. Kerr, for the respondexits.

b. reported in the. Ontario Law Reporta.


