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A. J. Riuesell Snow, for plaintifr.

William Davidson, for defendants.

THEi COURT (MELREDIT11, C.J., M1ACMAHODN, J., MAGELE,

J.,disinissed the appeal withOut coats.

B'RITTON, J.JANUARY 16TH, 1905.

TRIAI-

GRELO v. MACDONALD.

J~rnorhipIJUOl'tIfl-Ui~1~against )3ariner-~Parv&cr
Engayiny in other B8ni-cuecn--(ltneCtll
-Questons of Fact.

Prior to l2th February, 1902, plaintiff Greig and deofendl-
--nt mere partniers varrying on business as nierchiants under
the naine of G'reig and Macdonald at Seaforth. Onl that day
defendant sold his interest in the busineýss and the assets
imd goodwill thevreof to plaintiff Stewart, and plailtiff8 con-
t nued the buiesas partuers.

Plaintifrs' dlaimi was to recover: (1) an alleged debt
1)ng v defundant on and before 12th February, 1902, to the

-1d firn, uifled an asset of the business; (2) a debt owing
1 y doefendant to plaintiffs for nioney and goods SUPPlied to
di fenidant since 12th February, 1902 ; (3) compensation froni

det'endant for tinie conaunied and remxunerati<>n received by
1,ov, during the 5 years of bis partnership) with plaintiff
<3reig, in acting as the ticket agent of the Canadian Pacifie
Itailway C'ornpany, and as the agent at Seaforth of the Do-
inion Express ComIpaIIy.

flefendant asserted a counterclaiin for services rendered
tn p'Rintitis after 12th February, 1902.

W. Proudfoot, K.C., for plaintiffL

(leorge Kerr, for defendant.

BRITTON, J., reviewed the evideuoe and fouiid ail the fadas
in favour of dfendant am regards plaintiffs' claim, and
ainst defendannt oni his counterclaim,.

Action disiissed with costs, and counterclaini dismisaedl


