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seeured a purchaser ready, able and willing to complet. the purchase, am
the contract of agency catied for. tbough no agreement of sale binding on

thepuchaerwas entered into beeause the owner refused te execute an
agiret-ment unieas it should provide for the forfeiture of the deposits paid
et fliat by the purchaser if there should b. defauit in carrylng out the
transaction and the purebaser would net vousent te sueb a provision
being inserted: If1aoKe,"ie v. Charnpion, 4 Man. LR. 158, l2 Oaa. S.CR.

Person, whom the owner of )and knew te li reat estate agents caiicdl
on the owner and ascertaine4 through hini that his bouse was for sale at
a certain price and during the conversation nothing was said &bout the
romnmission. Shortiy afterwards the agents introduced a prospective pur-
ehaser who after inapeeting the property alithorized the agents ta ofTer
a sum le*» than that whieh was met on the lieuse by the owner. When this
offer was communicated to the ewner he toid the agents that hie would flot

e accept any le8iq thoen the price hoe b.d stitted and that lie wanted that
met, tbat is. .lear of commisgion, and the agents tried ta lnduee the
proopective purcbaser te buy on thetqe ternis but the latter afterwards

h dealt with the owner directiy and bought the preperty at the exact pî.iee
.:' j quotedl te the agents. The agents were held1 entitled to reever the ful

amaîînt of the unitai commission un the price at which it was sold:
.4ike)is v. .411e., 14 Mani. L.R, Ml4.

MAfer the îtgent ha<l procureA e purcha4er 'ýe'dy and willini- te carry
eut the purchase on terms satietactory te the principal the propospd
purchaser discovered that onie of the waill of the building on the propcrty
s4gbtlv overhning the adjcining lot and raiiedl on the owner te make gond
the titie te sncb building. Being unabie or unwilling te make good the
defect in the titie or te niake satisfactory terms with the owner cf the

* adjoining lot, the principal proposedl te the purchaser that the agreement
of aie aliouid b.e raneied and it was se dane. The trial judge awardpcd
compensation te the agent equivalent te the amounit of the commission
agreed ort bad the sale goe through. On a.ppeal it was lield that the
agent Iiad earned and was entitled te be paid a compensation for hi&
services in finding a purchaser thougli he hied net proeured a purchaser
to exeeute a binding agreement te purchase and that such rerovery needl
net lie the amount agreed on as commission but a compensation au on a
qsussiwm menait or by way of damages, but that under the. circumstanes
it was competent for the trial judge te award the sum he did: Bry«fpes Y,
Clenient, 14 Man. L.R. 588.

A person who was not known to the otvner cf the property te lie a
:< ~ real estâte agent, and wbe had ne office as sucli, went te the owner and

j iacertaining that tbe property wue for sale obtaitied the terms on which
it would be sold. At a subsequent interview thîs peran told tâte owner
hie bad found a purchaser and in answer te a requeut by tho. owner gave
the lattez the narne of the purchaser. The owner st-ated the ternis as
heoe but mi. hoe woiuld require a larger casb payment than the agent


