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ci the Supreme Court of BritMs Columbia and arnrmed'the
judgmunt at the trial. 'On the appeal the defenute raiBed an
objection on the ground of miedirecton as to the ýque@tion O!
coztributory negligence whieh had not been taken at the trial uor
in the court below. whieh their Lordahipi refuaed to entertain.

PRtINCIPAL AN GN-OMSINON SALE op xumJZI PROPEnTy
-- FkLE ON TERms DIAPOW YÂETÀG ,EFcmENT

CAVUE or SALE.

Burchell v. Gourie and BZ.oeckhous Colierieg (1910) A.C.
614. This wua an action by an agent to recover a eoOflYiSSlof
cn a sale of minpg property. The agent wus employed to pro-
ture a purchaser and had introduced to the vendors a eompauy
which ultinîately became the purchasera, but on terms dis-
approved of by the agent, The official referee to whom the.
action waa referred had found in favour of the plaintiff, but
the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia reversed his flnding and
gave judgnient disising the action and the Supreme Court of
Canada dismissed an appeal therefrom. On appeal, however,
the Judicial Comnîittee of the Privy Couneil (Lords Maonagh-
ten, Atkinson, Shaw and Mersey), came to the conclusion that
the referee was right and reveraed the decision of the Supreme
Court of Canada aný. restored the judgment of the referee.

COMMON SCI1OOL LANDS FtYND-ONTARIO AND Q(JFBEC-ARBITRA.
TION--JUISDWTION OF ARBITRATORS.

Attorney-GO9Ieral (Q#ebeo) v. Âfforw.y-G.n.ral (Ontario)
(1910) A.C. 627. This was an appeal from the Supreme Court
of Canada. In pursuance of statutory authority the three gov-
erninents of Canada, Ontario, and Quebec,, entered into a suh.
tnission to arbitration as to matters arising out of the settlement
of aecounts under an award relating to the Common School
Fund-and on behaif of Quebec it was claimed that certain
inoneys not actually received by Ontario should be regarded as
constructively received by Ontario for the purpose of the divi-
sion, the sumixi question being the ainount o! certain deduc-
tioiis which Onitario was only entitled to make at its own expense.
The Judicial Coînniittee of the Privy Council (Lords Maenagh-
ten, Atkinson, Shaw and Mersey) held that the Supreme Court
of Canada was right in holding that the arbitrators had no


