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of which thre commission was te conte: MloCallurn Y. Russell, 2 Sask. L1S.
442.

An agent whose agency was not an exclusive onte and who sold the lanrd
on termi& ta %ihich thre owners agreed and forwarded a deposit on such
ale, stating that thre balance cf thre purchase money weuld be forwarded ini

a fewv days, is entitied te bis commission cri thre sale, though before thre
balance was forwarded thre owners advised him that the land was no longer

L~~ available and returrred the deposit, lt not belcg shewn tirat thre inavailabilit*
of the land was due te 4it being previously sold by the owcers or ta rrry
other cause: Hammana v. McDonald, 4 Basic. L.R. 320, 19 WV.L.R, 741.

;z ieal est.ite brokers ernployed ta fled purchasers who found persans willirrg
and aine to purchase upon terme varled from those proposed by thre principal
viren thre agents were employeci, which ternis were satisfactory te thre owner
andi to ihich lie offered no objection, are entitied te a compensation for
their services thorigi ne sale was acturrily completed hecauise cf thre refurt:n
te do saenr thre part of the principal on the soie ground that thre propomqtl

- Yýq-purchasers were in thre saine business as iiself: Doyle V. Gtaaoivk, 8 Terr.
L.R. 232.

An agent who toek a prospective purchaser te inspect the land and as A
resuit cf tis inspection the puiehaser Nvent te thre owxrer and errtered jrrto

1, ýf,"tpersonaI negotiatices with hmm without any furtirer act on tli-- part cf thre
:~j .~ ~.agent, which negotiatices resuited in the sale of the land, thre agent is err

titied te hMs commission as agreed even tiieugh thre purchaser was nct iwr-
sonaliy introdtrced te the vendor by tire agent and thougir there was in-
cluded in thre sale saine other property net liste4 with thre agent: lapa v.
Rosa, 7 Terr. 1L.R. 70.

Certain house agents enipioyed crn commission Il they fcnnd a pur-
chaser, but to ire paid one guineea oniy if tihe prernises were scid "witlrctt
their intervention." entered thre, particulars on tireir books an<l gave a fewv
carris te view. A peranr whe Lad observed on passing that thre bouse wa.q
te Le soid called at thre agents' offie and obtained a card ta i'iew thre lire-

i4es, tire sellinrg termis being written b> their eierk on thre back cf tire
card. Thre prospective purcharrer went te thre hause, but tlulnklng the price
tee irigh lhe made no furtiror communication wlth tire agent. Re subse.
quentlv. however, entered inte cegetiations wlth a friend cf the owner and
thougr thre sanre were nt iirst breken off, lire reneved thent and ultima.telv
purchnseci the property at a inucir lesa suni than the pries offered tirrougr
tire agents. It was lield that there vraq snifficient evîdence for a jury ta
flnd tint the purchase cf thre premises had been accomplished through thre
agents' "intervention" and consequentiy they were entiled te thre stiiu.
lated commission. Mfarmel v. çCleeentsý. L.R. ' .P. 139.

Where It appeared that thre agent introduced a prospective purchaser
te the owner wire waa thon lIn Insoivent circurnatances, but ne a"renent
couid at tirat time be cerne te as ta termes, and the owner a few days alter-

?~~ wards presented bis own petition lIn bankruptey, that furtirer negotiatiens
took place between tire perbon so lntrodueed and thre trustes 'n bankrtcy
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