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made the deposit to hi. own oredit without appropriating it to
any speeial purpose. On refusai by the vendor toe mplete the.
bargain, the. broker oued hlm for a commission or remxineration
for the services rendered.

,UOZd, reversing the Judgnient appealed from (1, Saak. L.R.
247), IoINrOd, J., dissenting, that there had not been suob cern-
pliance with Îthe terln8 of the. inatmottions ms would entitie the.
broker to retover commission or remuneration for bis services in
procuring a purohaaser. Appeal aUowed with cous.

Ewart, K.O., for appellant, G. P. Henderson, KOC., for
respondent.

Iptovtnce of 01ntarto.

HIGH COURT 0FP JUSTICE.

Meredith, C.J.C.P.] RE WILSON v. DuHaim. [April 28.

Divis ion '7-,urts--Order for rommit tal of judgm4nt debtor-
Power to rescind.-Mandamzts.

A judge of a Division Court bu no power, under auy of the.
provisions of the Divijion Courts Act, or otherwise, te rescind an
order made by him under s. 247 e,- the Act committiiig a judg-
ment debtor to gaol, on the grouri that it appeared to the judge
that the debtor had ineurred the debt for whieh judgment had
been recovered, by raeans of fraud. A mandamus to the judge te
hear an application to reseind was refused.

Monahait, for judgment debtor. C. A. Moss, for plaintiff.

Meredith, C.J.C.P.] [April 28.
TwiN CITY OIL CO. V. CIMISTIE.

Cempoety - Shares -- Application - Allottmont - Directors -
Delegation of at4tho rity1 -Wit M rawad of applicaH on-B y-
laws--Number of dire otors.

At a general meeting of the sharehoiders of the plaintiff com-
pan,,- incorporated under the Ontario Companies Act, it wus
resolved that a board of three direetors should be elected to
mýanage the affaira of the. company, and three of the five provi-
sional directors were eiected am directors. The three directors


