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B. F, GOODRICI 0~0. OF CANADA LIMITBI) v. ROBINS
LIMITED.

Priyipail and Agent-Deposit Paid by Prnrcipal Io Agent O»

Negotiýitioi for Lease-Pa.yment over to Lessor-Lease nul
ExeMte~-Alion gainsl Agent for Return of Deposit--

Evidelice.

The defendants earried on a land agency business in the eitv
of Torointo. The plaintiffs asked the defendants to flnd sitahie
prepiues for the plaintiffs' Toronto business. Thedfnaxt
brought te the plaintiffs' notice certain premiîses of \whiehi wne
Stedmnan was the lessee, which Stedman had plaeed in the de-
fendants' hands for subletting. The plaintiffs paid tu the de-
fendants $12:5 as a deposit upon an agreement for subletting;
the agreement wýs flot carrie(l out, the terms of the hcad-leease
iiot beiing satisfactory to the plaintiffs; and the plaintiffs sued
the defenldanits, as their agents, for the retura of the $125. The
aetionewas brought in the ('ounty Court of the ('ounty of York.
and judgmfent wa.4 given for the plaintiffs. The defendaiits
appealed.

Th~e appeal was heard by MEREDITH, C.J.O., GARI«>W, 'NfA'-

LAw, MFN , and Ili)oDiNs, JJ.A.
31 . Ferguson, for the appellants.
B, Riose, K.C., for the plaintîifs, respondents.

MER2D1TH U..O., delivering the judgment of the Court, said
that themne was paid to the appellants, the agents un-

doubedlyof thev respondents, in order that it should be paid as
a deposit to the personi f rom whom an agreement or offer to
icx the premiises should be obtaincd. If that wer-e so, and if
the deposit wvas, ini the course of the agents' duty, paid over to
Stedjnan, the remiedy of the respondents would bc againist him


