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KELLY, .1., gave reasons in writing for the sarne conclugion.

MEREDITH, C.J. -I agree ini the conclusion to whieh rny
Lrned brothers have corne.

Appecci 14s,11dwih costs,

visioNAL, COURT. AUGUSjT 2O)TH, 1912.

*TRAVIS v. COATES.

incipalI and Agent-A gent's Commission on Sale of Land-
Piircluzser Found by Agent-A bandonmenèt of Piercluise-
Suibsequeïnt Purchase through another Agent - Causa
Cauisans or Causa sine qua non.

Appeal by the defendant froni the judgmient of D.N'rON,
N. Co. C.J., in favour of the plaintiff, ini an action in the
unty Court of the County of York, broughit to recover a coin-
ision on the sale of land.

The aippeal was heard by MEREDmi, C.J.0.P., 'RImDEL anid
LLY, JJ.
C. A. Moss, for the defendant
T. N. Phelan, for the plaintif.

The judgmnent of the Court was delivered 1y RI>Dv L J.:
. The defendant owned a house known as No. 116 <Jurzon

eet, in Toronto, which wams heavily incumnbered. Mr. Ponton, a
1 estate agent, was acting for the mnortgagee, and foreelosure
i imminent. The defendant then put the property, into
iton's hands as sole agent for sale;, Ponton seenlis to haive
de sonie attempt to sel], but did not succeed.
The plaintiff is a real estate agent; and, soine time in August,
1, got into communication withi one, J. J. -Jerou, a p)rospect(-ive
-ehaser on behaif of his wife. The plaintiff went Io the dlefen-
it anxd asked her if she -would seil hier house, amid, if so, uipon
it ternis, as lie had. a purchaser in view. Thle defendant then
horised the plaintiff to obtain a purehaser ait the uisual ternis
to commnission. The price first asked was $5,000. Jlerol ait.
t offered $4,200; and finally the parties camie together. and

be repoeted iii the Ontaxio Law Repoçrts.


