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quorum? Section 54 says that the act of a majority of 4
quoruma shall bo deemed the act of the directors. And sec.
53, that the directors at any m eeting at which not less than a
quorum are present shall be competent to use and exercise ail
or aziy of the powers vested in the, directors. This latter
provis4ion seems to require at least a quorum to exist and be
present before efflective action can ho taken. My strong ima-
pression isi, that neither set of directors cari daim to repre-
sent t~he company as a matter of legal right; but it is not
necessary, in order to do substantial justice, to decide thus.
And as to this conteet for the controlfing directorate, I make
no order and give no coFts.

I hanve riot failed to consiider, in exercising my discretion,
that Mr. Ritchiie hias exp)end(ed time, unergy, and resources
il, the dJevelopmient of this enterprise, and lie Should have a
fair chance of obItiing the best returri that can ho had froma
the undlertaking.

If plaintitfs the trustees cannot collect costs now allowed
thiw ]ri any other way, they shouli receive thetse costs fromi
thec funifs of the railway coînpany.

MARCH 23RD, 1903.
DIVISIONAL COURT.

HAND v. SUTHERLAND.
Sale- of Goods- AUuiig Accoueil-Arlîon, for Balanc.e-Quetions

of Frat-AMal.
Appeal by defendant froin judgment of District Court

of Algomna in favour of plaintiff for $481.34. Plaintiff was
a wholisale butcher and defendant a retail butcher, both at
Sault Ste. Marie. They had formerly been in partnership,
but lia(] dlissolved, and for a year or two before August, 1900,
and dlown to the latter pairt of 1901, they had been on friendly
termeq, and had carried on large transactions with one an-
othier iin a spirit of mutual trust and confidence. They
bought from and sold to one another large quantities of ineat,
and they frequently borrowed from one another and ex-
chiangeil meat as they needed it. This action was brought
to recover a balance alleged to be due to plaintiff i respect
of the transactions between the parties.

W. E. Raney, for defendlant.
W. M. Douglas, K.C., for plaintiff.
TUEF COURT (STREET, J., BuRITON, J.) hcld that, as the

questions involved were purely questions of fact, there were
no grounds uapon which tbey could interfere with the con-
clusions of the Judge of the. District ýCourt. Appeal dis-
missed with coste.


