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& Go. were in the next block, and'if the plaintiff, knowing
this, was willing to-engage them.

The defendants claîm a commission on sale, but are rlot
entitled to it. They had no authority to seli. The plainft i
-was entitled to the shares.

-I amn not sure that it should exceed 18, but*I will sllow
the defendants a total commission of -1/4 of 1 per cent., This
includes anything they have paid or may pay their agents.
The plaintiffi li able to psy the defendants 1/2 per cent.
interest over and ab<>ve the interest, the defendants have to
psy, but they get this for procuring the' nonel, eud if they
left it to their agents to procure the money, snd they added
~a half per cent. in claims mnade upon the defendants and
liquidated by the plnÀntiff, it mnust not be charged, again.

I amn of opinion that the plaintiff lias paid the defendants
the several sums of rnoney lie dlaims to have paid, amounting
to) $1,518.45, but if the parties are still in dispute as to this
1 wiIl hear counsel upon this question-

At the tinie the defendants repudiated theiF liability and
refused to deliver forty ahares of the capital stock of the
Rock Island Company to the plaintiff the shares were worth
$28 eacli, or a total aun of $1,120.

There will be judgment for the plaintiff for this eun,
less sucli balance as mnay ha owing to the defendants on the
purc'hase price of the three lots of shares in question, and
for interest snd commission on the basis aforesaid after
crediting ail sums paid lby the plainitiff; and there will be
intereat on the balance of said $1,120 from the 14th day
of October, 1912. The plaintiff will have costs.

In oase differences ar 'ise as to the sdjustment of thie se-
cont, I can be spoken to and will adjust the items in dispute
oi give direýctioiis as to how it is to be done.

fleference mayý be mnade to Clarke v. Baillie, 45 S. G. R.
50; Douglas v. Carpenter, 17 Apo). Div. N. Y. 329, at pp.
333-4; Rot&4&ild v. A4llen, 90 App. Div. N. Y. 233; Dos.
Pssos on Stock Brokers, 2nd ed., pp. 206-7; (Joz v. Suther-
land, 24 Gan. Ti. J. 55; C,4-'rne gie v. The F ederal R3ank, 5 0. 'R.
418;' Grmn v. Smilh, 81 N. Y. 25; Gcen v. Johnson, 90
Pa. St. 38.


