
that, as lie had titie and. possession of the property soId to ,iim
by the plaintiT, the latter was entitled te reeover the $050 sa
damnages in lien of apecele ,performance.

Robinson and Boiv48, for plaintiff. Burbidge, for defendant.

PONOI; V. cm op Wn;NWIEÇ

In the note of thi8 case on p. 77, line 10, fromn the foot,, for
"P. then tendered the money," read, "«P. had tendored the
!floney before the resolution was rescinded."

proince of lorltiob Columbia.

STTPREME COURT.

Pull Court.] BROWN v. BROWN, Jan. 20.

Divorce-A ppeat-Juarisdictioi& of full court.
The full court of the Supreme Court of Britishi Columbia

possesses ne jurisdiction to hear appeals, final or interlocutory,
in divorce matters. See Scott v. Scott (1891) 4 B.C. 861.

Davis, K.('., for appellant. Bodivell, K.C., and Kiflam, for
res pondent.

Pou Court.] ANGus v. I-EiNZE. f Jan. 22.

Partition-Lands subjeét ta agreement ta ov~-Âreut
Constrifction of-Taxatioii-.-Evasion of-Eemption from
-Railivay subsidy lands-B.C. Stat., 1896, c. 8.

There ia a substantial dist&nction between a conveyance and
an agreement te convey, Where, therefore, an agreement pro-
v-ided for a formai eonveyance by one party te the other party
of the latter 's moiety, upon the latter s request,

Held, that provisions respecting partition of the property
did flot corne into effect until the execution of suoli conveyance.

Held, aiso, that the question that the ôlause providingfor
the formai conveyance was merely a devise te escape taxation
could be raised only ini a proceeding by the Crown.

Boîvser. K.C., and Reid, K.C., for appellants. Pugê, and
Marshiall, for reopondents.


