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It WaM cor i.nded cofttra, that the motion wai?!Mad" %ou late.
.11éd, tbat iis too late te move for a non-suit after a verdict is returned,

even though it be not entered.
Lawifti v. CA.aa, 4 Ai. 4E1 andi Rku*kfiro v, Great CMIural Gai Coil.

MeDomald, QZC, for the motion.
Alivard, Q.C, corn'.

MfANITOBA.

SUPREME COURT.

TAYLOR, C. 31[Nov.
Gui.zS V. MCEZWA>.

Statte of Fraurd-Hfring and ,rnc-Qat ni;nruit-joint cretitors.

The plaintiffs, husband and wife, made a verbal cnract with the defend-
ant ta serve hiim fur a year as farm laborer and housekeeper respectively for
5400. The work wai not te be carnmenced until the plaintiffs were ment for,
anti it was doubtful upon the -videnee whether they had servcd for a full year
or flot.

The action was tried in the County Court where the learned judge held
that the agreement of hiring was within the Statute of Fraude, anti that the
plaintifse could flot sue upon it, but hie helti that they were entitled ta recover
the value of their services in this action as upon a quantum meruit and that the
cantract of hirig ta be implieti from the services rendered under the circum-
stances shoulti be considered as joint.

Defendant thon appealeti ta a judge of th.Queen>s Bench,
Hold, that the Statute of Fraude prevents an action being brought upan a

verbal agreement flot to be performed within a year, evea although the agree-
mient ia, wholly, performed by the plaintiff.

MMIIan Y Willamns, 9 M. R., 627, and BRrùaf,, v Rossdter, i i Q. B. D. E123

followed.
Hold, aisa, that as the plaintifra coulti fot recover an theoriginal verbal

cantract of hîrîng, they coulti nat recover jaintly ia this action upon P quantum
meruit, but shoulti have oued separately for the value of the services rendered
Cru>mbse v MIcEî'tan, g M.lR. 419.

Appeal allowed with coai; anti non-suit er,îered in the Caunty Court.
WVest for the plaintiffs.

Bradhaw for the defendant.

BAIN, jBRRAND v. H [Nov. z8

Garah4tlmett-E'idne-Assig<wmonI/or rdtrs
ln tbis case the evidence, if admissible, showed that one James Heaiman,

who hati matie an assigunent to the plaintiff for the benefit of bis creditors


