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b. a ne t price, bat this difflculty was got over, by the fact that
on the occasion the parties next met, a few days la-ter, the de-
fendant in question said, "property is gene vp now, and I ahP11
want *8,000 net." Plaintiff, on the sme dtiy, the second occa-
sion (but before the change in price), brought the property to
the notice of a purchaser, and told the defendant about him,
Plaintiff also changed his advertisement to read $6,500, as the
glling price. The purchaser refused to pay more than the
$1,,000, and eventually bought direct from the owners at that
price.

Held, on appeal, (afflrming the flnding of LAMPxAN, Co.
J.), that the plaintif 'a agency, if ho hed any, was revoked be-
fore the plaintif bad put hirnself in a po'sition to dlaim a com-
mission.

Tait, for plaintif. A. D. Creuse, for defendant.

Full Court.] RowLANDs v. LANGLEy. [April 10.

Priii,ipai and agen.t-S aie of laitd-Crni»ission-Procur&g
puro hae r-N et priée.

Plaintif at one time obtained an option on defendant's ranch
with the idea, of promoting a syndicat. to purchase it. In this
ho wits unsuccessful, and thon undertook the sale of the ranch
on a commission basis, $100,000, being the purchase priee, and
his commission or profit to be made by adding $5,000 thereto.
He endeavoured toe ofect a sale in various quarters and ulti-
mately introduced, H. to, tii. dofendant, telling the former that
the price was $105,000, and taking the latter te proteot hlm at
that prie. H. styed fur some da.- e)n the ranch inspecting it,
aud, having cozioluded to purchase, asked defendant bis price
and was told $100,000, which he paid.

Heli, on appeal, affirming the verdict of the jury at the.
trial (GALLumE, J.A., dissenting), that plaintif was entitled te
recover hi. commission of $5,000 from the defendant (vendor).

S. S. Taylor, K.O., for appellant (defendant). Davis, K.C.,
for respondent (plaintiff).


