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F14propttnce oft rts ou ba
SUPREME COURT.

Clenet, ,JWATT V. WATT. [Nov. 10, 1907.

-~1857 (tmip.), lîow for in force iu BrU isit Colitmbia-Jutris-

TeDiv-orce and Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 (Iiip.), is
flot iii force iu British Columibia and the Supreine Court has
no jurisdiction to grant a divorce a vinenlo.

T1he decision iii S. v. S. (1877) 1 B.C. (Pt. 1) 25, not being e
the decision of an appellate tribunal, nor of the Fuit Court

W ~ sitting in banc, is not teclhnically binding on the Court even
wheîx constituted of a single judge. The view of Begbie, C.J.,
in SI V. S., adopted in preferenee to that of the other two judges
(Crease and Gray, JJ.). That iu the circumnstanees the rule
stare decisis eould not apply more particularly as the question

~Y. ~.4is one oif jurisdiction.
- Sermble. If the Court ha; jurisdiction it inay he exereisied

by a single judge sitting as the Court.
- ,~ y1l'ilsoki, K.C,, for the Attornoy-Gîenerai. J. A. )?sscll, for

petitioner. Woodi'nrth, for responneut,

Fut out. B.iosrî.ýwa v. ROWIr.AND. fNtw. '28, 1907.
Principal aind aqçn(&i jle f Cui i.afo r SPU't

plirceascsr, able and wiliUng to purecage.

In order toencrii his commission, the agent munst produce
th the veiidor a party able, ready and willing to purchase on
the ter-nis given to the agent by the vendor. and if the transae-
tion is prevetited froni becomiing a binding e.ontraet oniy throughS1tthe fault or defanit of the vendor, the agrent dops not thereby

~ ~, beonie fisentitled.
Pietuini of Lord Esher, M.IR.. in Grogan v. Srn/te (1890) 7

T. L. R. 132 followed.
A. E. 3IcI>le i/lips. K.C., for appellant. defendant. IV. J.

Taylor, K.C., for respondent, plaintiff.


