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Itherefore order that the tine for the respondent to present bisprli-

'flary Objections to the petition filed against himi be cxtended beyoncl the period

of fivle days flxed l)y sec. 12 of the Act, and that lie be allowed until Mon-

diay, the 2 1st ZSeptem-ber, inclusive, to present such prelîminary objections. The

Costs wiIl be costs in the cause.

BOLlF, Loc. m] [September 29.

G;OLDEN GATE MINING Co. v. GRANIT CREEK MINING CO.

A tachnient- Service of notice of fnotionl.

An application was made herein for leave to issue a writ of attachieflt

4anst the mianager of the defendant comnpany, for disobeying an order of

Court, On the 8th day of June, 1896, an injuniction order was obtained ex

Pare rstrinig the defendants. their servants and agents, etc., from~ coinmitting

to dai- drsassuo h laniS iiigcaim. The defendants moved

Mor. dssolve this oîder, and upon the motion coming on to be heard before

Justice McCreight, the injuniction was, with sorne variations, continued

cnent. Subsequent to the amnended order, the acts complained of

, bre /e/that service of the notice of motion for writ of attachmient need not

the ers1nal, but may be mîade on the solicitor, and that the order need not have

edrenient recjuire(I under Order 41, Rule 4.
MlcIneil for plaintiff.

Senk'Ier, for defendant.

SiOUTH-ERN ALBERTA JUIDICIAL D)ISTRICT.

SCTIJ.] [August 19.

P'ATTON v. AiBERTA RAILWAY & COAL CO.

Notice of ap6peal-Stayiflg- exrecution-Gosts.

Pl'aintiff had recovered a verdict and judgm-ent against the defendants,
aIlid the defendaîîts hacl served notice of motion to the Court en banc for a rule

~0show cause why the verdict shou'ld not be'set aside, and for a non-suit or for

Jt1dgrrie 0 t for the defendants, or a new trial.

rhe pelas an application by the defendants for a stay of execution pending

ottheaper to the Court en banc, on the grounds that irreparable loss would

fir 'se raesult to the defendants, and that the plaintiff was a person of little

ir 1 ens, and would be tînable to repay teamount levied under execu tion

Case the defendants were successful in their appeal.

or t Was contended by the plaintiff that no notice of motion for a new trial

?r lOie Of appeau had been given as required by sec. 512 Jud. Ord., and that

"Il ee wa njuidiction to hear the application.
PpId t hat the notice given was sufficient to give jurisdiction to hear the

PJcJion.


