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pay therefor $9,953. The defendants, in January, 1916, deter-
mmciid flot to proceed with the building, and notified the plaintiff
of their decision. No building was donc by the plaintiff, but
drawing-s liad been prepared and time spent in arranging for the
puircha.se aind supply of material, The defendants paid $300 into
Court. The, action was tried without a jury at Toronto. LATcR-

FORD, J.-, Seýt out the facts in a written judgment, and refërred to
Onitario Lantern ('o. v. Hlamilton Brass Manufacturing ('o.
(1900)l, 27 A.R. 346, for thi, generýial principles applicab)le. Having
regard to the whole case, he wasu of opinion that t he $300 Paid
into ('ourt was isufficient to reimburse the plaintiff for the

darug Sue suistined); ani he assesse1 the damnages at s500,
eind( directedl thati judgment 1w entered for the plaint UT for that
amount withi eosts on the ('ounty C'ourt scale without set-off.
(Georgu iku for the plaintiff. W. J. MeWhinney, K.C., and
S. Rogers, for the defendants.
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J3roer-ealngsforCwdtomer on Mar gin in Cumpany-shaires-
Commision-Exra Chrges ofAgn-Cnrc Saeoe-

AlUeged,( Oral Vaito- oling on t tout Notice-Action for
J)amges-ostsJ-cin by George Goad against a firn of stc(k-«

brokers to rucover damai.ges for an allegedl breacli of contract in
selling shaires of a comipanyv's stock (" Industrial, Ale oo ")crr

b\y the defeudants for the pzlaintiff on mnargîni, wîthout notice to
th pi flaintifi, and for mnoneys ailleged to hia ve been overpaid to, the

defedans, tc.The aiction was tried wvithout a jury at Toronto.
LENNOX, J., inil aWritten Piudgment, said that there was a distinct
agreemnent and undlerstanding as to the rate of commission to be
paiid the dofendahnts for such services as they directly performed,
and tiis wats not in dilspute; but the plaintiff contended that this
was to includle everything. The learned Judge finds that the de-
fendants are entitled to charge a commission at the rate admitted
andl iso isuch sumas as they wvere charged and had to p)ay their
New York agents.' The parties undertook to agree upon the
amount. of the comnmissions when the bamais of paymient should be
deternined.-The plaintiff alleged that Knox, the defendants'
agent ut South 1>orocpne, mrade a distinct and positive oral
agreement with themn, varying the ternis of the written agree-
nient shewn by tihe saie-notes, and that thre defendants "closed


