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ately on the expiration of the franchise its effect was flot to confer
upon the town of Berlin a new right of expropriation in respect
of an extended franchise, but merely to extend the tixue for as-
sumption of ownershîp, under the original conditions.

Quoere. Did the Act just nientioned, by its ternms, preclude
the company from claixning compensation for logs of franchisef

The rights of the company to compensation are defined by
statute, and thzre is no provision for an allowance of ten per
cent. above the actual value of the property.

Appeal allowed with costi.
Sheplé j, K.C., and Drayton, for appellants. Dick-nell, K.C,

and MaPherson, K.C., for respondents.

Ont.] [February 25.
Jox-ïN GooDisoN TiiREsiiFR Co. v. MÇNAB.

Appeal-Special leave-Time limit-Etension-R.S.. (1906)
c. 139, s. 48 (e).

After the expiration of sixty days froxu the sîgning or entry
or pronouncing of a judgnxent of the Court of Appeal for On-
tario, the Suprerne Court of Canada is without juriadiction to
grant special leave to appeal therefroxu, and. an order of the
Court of Appeal extending the sixty days, will not enable it to
do go.

Motion refused with costs.
J'. E. Jones, for motion. Douglas, K.C., contra.

DiviRional Court.] REx v. TEASDALE. [March 3.

Liquor License .dct-Conviction for second off ence-A mendment
of s. 72 after flrst conviction--Change in penaltyj for flrst
offence-énterpretation of statutes-Refusal of judge to
disoharge defendant-Piight of appeal to Divisional Court-
Rule 77'-Proof of previous con'vction-Procedure, at trial
before police magitrate-Failitre to cornply with R.Â9.O.
1897, c. 245, s. 101.

Appeal by the defendant from the order Of CLUTE, J., ante
110, disinissi ng an application by the dcfendant, on. the rcturn
of a habeas corpus and certiorari in aid, for bis disoharge froxu
custody under a -warrant of connnitmnent pursuant to a convic-
tion foi a second offence against the Liquor License Act.


