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1906, o. 12'~ and were eonvicted. Counsel for the defendants
appiied to ý1he Judge to reserve a case for the opinion o£ this
court, and, upon his refusai, Rpplied to this court for leave to
appeai.

ýMos, -..O -The questions of Iaw soughit to be raised for
the opinion of the court are, whether vertain evidence adtnitted
hy the Ikearned judge wa8 properly receivahie ini evidenee âgainst
the defendazits, and whether, ini aniy event, there wvas evidence
upon whieh the learned judge (eouid praperiy conviet. For the
purposes of this application it is not xie-e!iiary to determine
-ehether &Il the evidentie ohjeuted to wtam or wvas flot properly
receivable. There ivas no jury, anid the east reaily resolved
itseif into a question Nvhether there is evih1ence properly reçeiv-
able upon which the learned judge could find the defendants
guilty of the offence charged.

Uaving examined the evidence and proceedings, we do not
think there is any reamoxiable ground for caliing for a stated case.
The matter to bie decided hy thxe iearned judge was one of fact,
whether the defendants were, notwithstanding the methods
adopted and the formes practised, engaged in inoney-iendiug in
contravention of the Money Lenders Act, or wvere aiders or abet-
tor8 of persons engagedl in such illegal monev-iending, and so
guiity as principals ider s. 69 of the (1riininal Code. It appears
to us that there w'as evidence to whieh no objection could he takten
f0 justify the iearned ,Judgc 's conclusion. The methods adopted
and thxe forais practised by ivhich an ineorporated coiupany is
made to appear to net as agent for ftic horrower for a liherai com-
mission. the amount of which le first added to the loan and then
dedueted froni the %vhole saini adIvatxccd, and for which iecurity
is takexi. the Ponipany heinig represented in the procuring of the
loan by the saine pereon who nt the sar finie is acting under
a power of attorney f romn an individuRI personaliy unknown to
the attorney, but whose money the attorney say; lie advances to
the borrower, or the profesmed ignorance of thec defendants of
the nature of these dealingg, cannot eioak the real transaction
or the obvions design of exacting froin file horrower a rate of
ixterest upon the advaxîee greatiy exceeding that authorized by
the Act.

Application refused.
J. IV. Ctirryj, K.C.. for fthe defendant Sxifli J. B. Roaf, for

the defendeant Luther. J. R.. Cartwvright. K.C.. and E. Bayly,
IÇ,C., for the Crown.


