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THOMSO-N v. KING.

'erndor and Puercllu,,er - ctim'mi;sioii - Reopening -Ncgotiao-

Ag(eiit', Aducrtisni rpnée8

Action tried at Ottawa, brouglit to recover a commisesion
aiter sale o3f a house iu the city of Ottawa by the defendaiit,
thirough the instr-umentality of plaintiff, as lie alleges.

R. G. Code, Ottîawa,, for plaintiff.
W. DE. Rogg, J{.C., for defendamts,

MACM~AHON, J.-I dIo not thiuk tha.t it was throughi the
instrunientality of plaintif! tha.t the negotiations were re-
opeiied between the prchaser and defendant. The pur-
cliser ays tb&t lie had been negoti&.ting with defendaut to

buv before plaintif! spokec of lis being defendaut's agent,
and wlien plaintiff told huxu lie was de-fendant's agent,, bie
(Fielding) re! used4 to discuss the inatter fiirther. The plaintiff
therefore is not en titled to a coinmismu. The nearest case is
Thompson v. Thomnas, il Timnes L. R. 304, but it ia clea.riy
distinguishiable. On the êuthority o! Taplin v. J3arrett, 6
Times L. R. 3f), iii( Chiswiek v. Salisbuxy, 3 Times li. R~. 258,

the plaintiff mnay be allowed $45, expeuses incurred iu adver-
tising, for whichi îhere will be judgmeut for hinm, vith Divi-
sion Court costs. Defendant mêy set off the costs of the
action

Code & Burritt, Ottawa, solicitors for plaintiff.
O'Connor, 1-logg, & )4oyer, Otawa, solicitors for ae!and-
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GAUL v. TOWNSHIP 0F ELLICE.~

Afalivioit Arre#t and Pý-eto i- canaIbi8- Aeing Bona JPd<r

warrtff B3ad on it. Il 1-4I A os-Uc-m-Mti-
ripl orortin,- Rea.ocuton of CouiinHU - Wvnt or maie

~Ura vre-Fsn48 for Proqer i 11-4PM&f lth of JsuU('WWlqlil

3ebrq-rtiUc of the Peac(--Dotno4n, ofl,<aU Enrore'in

Criminal Lau--NYoý fflthn Rsspondeat S5aperior.

Appea by lainiffs frorn judginent o! County Court of

Pet, nurif or damages for inalicis>us proseuùtion, false
arrstan imriomnent. The defend*uit corporation, in

1899, ~ grne naplcto made by one James Ilishon, on,


