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of Oﬂnczpal and Agent—Agent’s Commission on Sale of Assets
chase:ﬁ%‘my‘ﬁ:’mzoloyment of Agent—Introduction of Pur-
Quan; ébendent  Commission Agreement — Termination —
Upoy g}z eruit.]—Action by an agent to recover commission
anag Sale-‘Of the assets of the defendant company to the
defenda achinery Corporation, called ‘‘the merger.”’ The
Song h;‘ntin?lg})any was a family concern, one Yates and his
(aftey e bullk of the shares. On the 14th July, 1911
n el . Sy

tative 4 “8otiations had bheen proceeding for some time and a ten-

Meny 1 Sre€Ment had 1, i f agr
nt betWeen been arrived at), a memorandum of agree-
Whereby Tar the plaintiff and Yates was drawn up and signed,
IOWing it S agreed with the plaintiff ‘‘to pay him the fol-
Compay, .131551011: In the event of the London Machine Tool
tlﬂn, anq 1 N8 merged with the Canada Machinery Corpora-
f‘31'ello,e share London Machine Tool Company getting in pre-
$50,00¢ s ° the amount of their surplus and a bonus of
Teeeive $10,00 of common gtoele L VRGO, Strong 180 10
I the eVeI’lt fWOrth of common stock as commission, and also,
Dl‘eference . : tl}e London Machine Tool Company receiving
of Such exeessr-e S In excess of $112,000 worth, twenty per cent.
; is contiy 18 to be delivered to F. T. Strong. This agree-
tirx(:l 0 e %intdupon E. G Yates being able to retain the con-
o020t upoy thn on Machine Tool Company, and also con-
mgl‘eement Wage g going through.’”” Thereafter, a formal
. STger, 2> d €Xecuted between the company and ‘‘the
S e 90 gu1e 1011: th h
o s etentatiVe " uly, : s 5N .was upon the
© Dartiey hg eement and in accord with the expecta-
of t}‘:ted; but the « When t’},le agreement of the 14th July was
e 29ty e merger’’ refused to carry out the agreement
With not‘eIIfOrce itan%hthe defendants were advised that they
out ‘merger ,; . the defendants, after further negotiations

to »-" 1n the ah, inti

Illste e Mergar o1 sence of the plaintiff abroad, sold
defenzd of thepe beilil the best price that could be obtained.
Yeceiveq g2 a suﬁrplus over the $112,000 of stock, the
! Actyy) thig $95 08313' $55,000 in bonds and $40,000 in cash;
: o Oy hedu,led f_’ad. to pay $18,000 as being the excess of
AUty Ju d Teceive 4 clc?grlrg;e-s' TILG{ ﬁlaiﬁltii’f contended that
: Sion which the agreement of the
ablg  ,Sreemepy oofr, because it was the def.en(;ants’ own fault
Noth:. “he def the 29th July turned out to be unenforce-
.hlng\th endants c0ntend d h e il
Saiq thay ere being 1, ed that Strong was entitled to
W e de Surplus but a deficit. MpLeToN, J.,
endants accepted the plaintiff’s services




