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Divisional Court]. CROiiX V. CÂRMÂN. [April 12.

pincipal tend agent-Remuneration of agent -General OmpIoy-
ment -Implied c*ntract-Quantum meruît.

Appeal by the defendants from the judginent of the County
Court of Hastings. The plaintiff, who was formerly foreman of
the deferidanta, sued te recover $250, whieh he said the defend-
ants agreed te pay him if he proeured a purchaser for their
printing business, whom he said he did procure, but whieh asser-
tion the defendants denied. At the trial, judgment was given
for the plaintiff for $250, and costs. The legal position as
stated by the court wvas that the defendants employed the plain-
tig to seli et $12,000, this he was unable to do, but he procured
a purchaser for a smaller price, and they accepted this pur.
chaser at the lower price.

Held, that there was an implied contract to remunerate. As
to the amount, the most which plaintiff could recover would not
necessarily be the ameunt namued as commission upon the ijiglier
price, but he should be awarded on a quantum meruit. Appeal
dismissed with ecoats.

C. Miflar and P. E. O'Flynn, for defendants. E. N.
Arme uir, for plaintif.

Vproptnce of 1Rova %cotta.

SULPREME COURT.

Pull Court.] [April 29.
LAtv. Dune.

SoiitoUr and client-Retainer-cope of aut1rity-Payment-
E/foot of-Successive appicatiotu-Estoppel.

Plaintiff was employed by the master and lnanaging owner
of a vessel of whieh defendant was part owner te, act as solieitor
ini connection with proceedings againut several seamen for de.
sartion and aise in resisting an application for their discharge
from imprisonment. After the imprisonment of the seamen the
master was removed from his position as managing owner and
defendant, who was appointed in his stead, paid a note given
by the master for plaintiff's services in securing the conviction
of the men and in auceesfulky resisting the application for their


