
INK OP HAMILTON v. KRA.MER-IRWIN CO.

Act (8 Edw. VII. ch. 34), for leave to appeal £rom
f STRERIÂND, J., ante 313, disxnissing a motion
,onviction. MIDDLETON, J., said that lie tliought the
iicluded by authority. 011 the evidence, the offence

and enougli was shewn to warrant ail the amend-
isary to inake a perfect conviction. The intention
ýnt in: giving the power to amend is, that, when
rs upon the evidence which lias been believed by
ite, the accused should flot escape by the defects in
»ied by tlie error, or even stupidity, of the magis-
on dismissed with costs. P. Arnoldi, K.O., for the
J. R. Cartwright, K.O., for the Crown.

AMILTON V. KRAMER-IRWIN C0.-MASTME IN CHAM-
BERS-JAN. 20.

i-Winding-u p-Commencemoent of -Day of *5cr-
7ce of Petitiôrm-R.S.C. 1906 ch. 144, secs. 5, 22-
dgment-4uthority 'tc Consent alfter, Serviice of
ion Znj Lquidator to Set aside Judgnt-NYeces«
ion-Leave of Referce.] -Motion by the liquidator
ndant company to, set aside a consent judgment.
the 19th January, 1905. On tlie 24th January,
rder wvas made for the wînding-up, of the com-
a petition dated tlie 4th January, returnable on

ai whicli day it was moved, before the Judge in
By sec. 5 of R.S.C. 1906 cli. 144, "The wind-

ie business of a company shaU be deeme.d to coin-
.e timne of the service of the notice of presentation
ion for winding-up." The Master said that the
began on the day of service of the'notice:. Fuhes
Tribune Co., 10 PR. 409; and, whatever miglit be
the difference in the language of sec. 5 and sec.

-t, it miglit well be that on the 19th January, 1905,
io solicitors authorised to give the consent on whieh
Lt fow attacked was pronounced. That was reserved
3onsideration. It waz objected by Mr. Rose that the
made corani non judice. He argued that a con-
ýnt could be set aside only in an actionbrouglit
rpose, citing Holmested and Langton's Judicature

pp. 838-840; and that the liquidator must obtain
he Officiai Referee neined in the winding-up order


