
192] RE CAYA flAN SHIPBUILDING CO.

m.ay be uphieid on appeal be not iuterfered with so long as it
is in force.

The costs of tliis motion wvi11 be to, plaintiffs in the
cause.

1-[ON. MR. JUSTIEu lÙDDELL. OCTOBElI, 24TI1, 1912.
CHA MBERS.

RIE CANAI)IAN SHIPBUILIING( CO.
4 0. W. -N. 157.

Appea-Lcave to Appeal-To bivisionol Court-IFrom l'rial Judge
-Etension of Time for Giving Secnrity Mlistake of Soliitorg

lunequitable to Cu(re.

RIDDFLL, J., refused with costs to extend the time for giving
security for appeal and ]eave to appeal from bis judgment hareîn, 26
O. L. R. 564; 22 O. W. IR. 585, 0on the groom] f bat it wns inequitable
to, cure the mistake of the ialiitors for one party iii order to, enable
them to take advaiitage of the mistake of the solieitors of other
party, and, farther, that there w'as no important question to ha deter-
mined by the appeal.

Motion by the liquidator for leaVe to appeal to
Divisional Court, f rom a judgrnent of HoN. MRi. JUSTICE
RIDDEmL (1912.), 26 0. L. R. 564; 22 0. W. R1. 585; 3*0.
W. N. 1476, mnade under sec, 101 (c) andi 104 of the Wind-
ing Up Act, for ]cave to appiai and aiso for extension of thie
time for giving security.

The liquidýator attcmpted' to appeal to Divisional Court,
without leave, but the case xvas struek off the list for want
of jurisdietion.

J. A. Paterson, K.C., for th)e motion.
H. E. iRose, K.C., contra.

HON. MR. JUSTICE RIDDELL :-It is eontcnded that the
question raised by mny judgmcnt is of great publie import-
anice, and that the Court of Appeal did itot decide it thougli
raiséd in Re Bain y Lakce L. Co. (1888), 15 A. Rl. 749. rfhere
are several answers to, titis argument.

In the first place the question is not of a comnion law
or equitable right, but as to the interpretation of a statute.
Il rny interpretation be not that intended by the Legisiature,
the matter can be set right by a simple amendment, retro-
active or otherwise, a inere drap in the bueket of antlual
legisiation.
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