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*ROSE v. MAIIONEY.

risdpoid and À4gent-Cjaim for Commtission on~ ale~ of LanId-
Failtire ta Estabtish Agenry - Recognition of IAlcni by
Naine andi Promise to Pay Commùsion Iitserte(d ina 8ll Con-~
tract without Knowledge of Vendor-Abseice of NV.g.cr.

Appeal by the defendants fromi the judgmneut of tht eli
mdge of the County Court of the C.ounity of York in favo%àr
'the plaintiff for the reeovery of $406.25 and eoti. in ai

4tion for commlission on a sale o! land.

The appeal was heard by FÂLCQNDIDKXC) .KB. MO
A-, LATC11FORD and KiFiarv, JJ.

E. Meek, K.C., for the appellants.
E. R. Sugarman, for the plaintiff, respondent.

KELLY, J., În a t-onsidered judgmient, sadd that the eviden"
rflvieed hMn that the relationship whieh exiatid bttee the
ýaintiff and the defendants' solicitor, who drew the voatWftt
ýtween the defendants as vendors and thet purebwr. and who
serted the namie of the plaintiff as3 the defendanWa qPreit and
promnise to pay hlm a commnission, was such thit an7 dgKht theS
aintiff might have to a commission, or~ to a shirt, of à a m
mn (apart froin anything that mnight b. deduoed fn)ii the inon-
mn of the plainitiff's3 naine), wa mgnst thtý .oaiiito)r.,i nd
rainst the defendants. There was no evidence, that the eed
its emp)loyed the plaintiff, or that thefr solicitor Iiad any at
itY to appoint hhias their agent, or to dee etg)hitl o le

*Th1s case and ail o#thers so uarked tu lo rq.Mirtçýli lir qtt5
w Report.


