
Bar/y Notes of/ Canadian Cases.

1k/a', that R. S. C. c. rap, like the Insolvent
.Art of 1875, which provided for the winding-
ulp of incorparated companie.s; is intended to
he put into operation at the irn-tanc% of credit.

P>r. SnellùU for ;he petitioners.
/?iin, Q.C., and MeGregar, fur the Com.

[3nyd, C.] roec. 16, 1887.

Re THiF CEnýTRAi, BANK OF' CANADA.

If~tgz~Art, R. S. C. c, t29-Share.
/w/tkrs' and' credi/ors' nomnees Pr /zqi
diah>rs - ?nteresteet t'tflddtors - Priâ
liffisrli, çûncerned iii reaUcing, asses-Liyui-
ila/ors' cao nsa/i4n.

Under ss. 98 and W of the Winding.up Act,
R. S. C. c. t29, meetings of' shareholders and
creditors res Pective~y were held. The share-
holders' meeting recommended the appoint -
ment of' C., G. and S. as liquidatars. Tic
creditors' meeting recommended C., G. and H.
Oni the application ta the court for the appoint.
nment of three liquidators, ht %vas flot denied
that it would be necessar>' t resort to tie
double liability of sharehalders ta satisfy the
daims of creditors under P. S. C. c. 120,5s.70.

Heli/d that the choîce L: the creditors, the),
having the cbief and immediate concern in
realizing the assets, %vould be adopted b>' the
couirt, and their nominees, C., G. and H., should
be appointed.

As between H. and S. preference should be
gi% en to the former, because he was neither a
creditar nor a shareholder, while S. "'as both,
and sa at a disadvantage, the general rule
beingthat it is desirable that liquidators should
be disinterested persans.

Sec. 28 of the Winding-up Act intends that
the remuneration is nat necessarily ta, be in-
creased beuause three are to be paid instead
of ûne, The recampense for services is usually
a percentage based on the time occupicd, work
done, and respansibilit>' împosed, and when
fixed gocs ta the liquidator, and if more than
one, is distributed amongst them.

B'ain, Q.C., for the petitioning creditar.
Rabison, Q.C., and S. H. Blake, Q.C., for

the bank.

R 1ose,J,

I>ractie.

HA RDY VJ. PICKARD.

[Feb. 24,

>Piissio)n la order al TWal-wâsce-
quent order-Alae 338,

The trial Judge reserved a judgment, and
afterwards deflvered a written judgnment in the
plaintiff's favour, but inadvertently omitted to
make fln> order as ta costs.

Ied that the case came mithin Rule 338,
and thut the Judge had poiwer, even after an
appeal to a Divisional Court which left his
judgment undisturbed, ta make an order as to
co5ts.

i .F.'-v H<>bspt, 1 4 Ch>'. D. 34e follo wed.
1R. A. )ickson, for the plaintiff.

UE «f. floutIas, for the defendant.

Chy'. Divisional Court.] [Feb. 27.
In r ýflSARr.IT A's

1Infants - Cusiody - Habeas corOus-Petitiôti.

Theorderof FtR(UsoN, J., 12 P. R. 3r2, was
affirmcd %vith ane variation, vit., the Aa<>c<u
coq3us is ta run concurrentl>' iith the petiti<)n
directed ta be llled, and to be disposed of
with it.

jý Al1rzdenan, Q.C , and H. f. &roll, Q.C.,
for David Smart.

S. B,. Blake, Q.C., and H. Casse.r, for Emil>'
1A. Smart.

Q.B. Divisianal Court.] [Mar. 9.
BANK 0F HAM~ILTON '. 13AINE.

Absconding, d.eblor - Successive <z -xi~.
for wMa of atWhcmei-Fact of prior ap.

,lednnot iscosed-Cause of ac.sion-
Partcu/arity in Stafting.
An application was miade ta a Count>' Judge

for an arder ta issue a writ of attachment
under the Absconding Debtars' Act; thejudge
dîd flot finally determine againsi the appli-
cation, but gave leave ta renew it upon a
further affidavit.

Hold, that there was no reasan why the
application shauld nat afterwards be made ta
another judge.
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