
ENGLISIU CASES.

Kernnedy, L.JJ.), varying the judgment of the Divisional Court
(1910) 2 K.B. 67 (noted ante, p. 537). As was remarked in that.
note, while agreeing ivith the Divisional Court that in re, pect of
the liquidator's report and 'the consequent examination of the
parties charged therein ivitli fraud, the liquidator was nierely
diseharging his officiai duty and as to thoso proceedinga there
wus no juriadiction. to order him te pay coats -personally, yet
the Court of Appeal eon.sidered his unsuccessful. opposition to,

-ere the motion of the party charged for un exculpatory order stood
cfon ýa different footing, and having made limBnelf an active part-

to, litigation lie incurred a persenial liability to pay costs if hie
ifailed, and the order of the Divisional Court was varied by

j ily directing hiai to pay those cets.

R'a-JUSTICFS-PiACTICE--HAuINGO0F INFORMATION-ABSENCE 0P
the INFORIMANT-EXA£MN-ATION 0P WITNESSES BY POLICE OPPICES.

tue In May v. Becely (1910) 2 K.B. 722 an information was
him preferred by Beeley, superintendent of police, against the appel-

lant May, eharging hin wîth driving a irotor at an excessive
- speed on the highiway. On the hearing the informant was not

present nor represented by counsel or solicitor, but witiiesses
ST were prudueed and exanmined in support of the information by

RK- a police sergeant wvho was also one of :the witiiesses, iii the case.
The appellant's solicitor ealled the attention of the jitstices te the
fact of the sergeant taking the conduct of the case, and they
offered to adjourn, but thc solicitor for the appellant dcclined an

rîce adjourninent and the appellant wvas eonvieted, ne objection
heing made to the liearing of the information in the inforinant's

ive. absence. On appeal fromn thc conviction thc Divisional Court
flw (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and flucknill, and Bray, JJ.) hield that
iligthoughi there wvas some confliet as te wh'at actually took place before
sed the justices in regard to the offer te adjourn, the court wvas

hound te aeeept tIc statement of the justices, and the appel-
lant hiaving waived the adjonirnmont offered eeuld net now
contend that the mere faet that the police officer land iniproperly
acted as advocate in the absence ef the informant, invalidated
the conviction.


