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o~wner is eiideavouring, to defeat.the ag(ent's righIt, bY himlself

t.aliig up and coiicluding negotiations with a purchaser

found by the agent. It differs in iany important respecta

Lroin tbe reported cases.

Tihe point whichi appears to mie to b. vital, is that the

pliutiff's riglit miust reat upon has contract. The. agree-

mient which lie made waa one which entitled lm to a. coin-

mission il lie procured a purchaser by the tUrne limited. In

this Lie failed, andi the parties were, therefore, entirely at

Iaxge ao. far as aaiy contractual or other relationship la cou-

cerned.
The. mere finding o>f a purchaser ia nôt enougli; thiere

uxiust b. a eontract to pay; and the ternis of the contract,

inicluding all limiltations as te tune, muat gavera.

The. cea êrelied iipon by the. plaintill do not appear to mue

to~ lelp hlmi. In none o>f themn waa thiere a liiitation of tinie

for tiie finding of tiie purehaser. Bureliet N,. Gowvrt«e C. R.,

t]1910] A. C. 250>, was a case of general agency. Tiie plainl-

tiff found tiie purchuser, and was regarded as thefii, e

cause of the sale, which waa iiegotiated and carried on behiM1

lu. bsaSk by the principal. St ratton v. Va#hoti, 44 S. C. Rl. 395,

is upon precisély the saine hunes, alllrniing the riglit of the

ageC to his toimlssîon, wheni lie bringa tii. parties intO

relation and a contract rultiniately reanits. Agamn thiere a

Thiis i. quite apart f rom the alternative defence ugse

by th àfradant here, that uponi tiie foots tiie plaintiff ol

nt be readed as baving ln any way broughit &bout h
pariclarsae. Tiie plaintiffs suggestion to Grant WU t

tà.e a~ %ý,00 iteee in a $;W.000> purchase, theintf.t

to another with whom the. plaintiff Lad no coecin y Of 
oubire property for the $50,000. The plaintiff w&Bn0 l

strumieutal ilu auj way in hringing this about. andi lt i

Rire r. Galbraith. 26 0. L~. IL 43, ndicae ha u
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