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Wliere au owner wlio hsd employed an agent te seil his land subse;.
quentiy and witliout notice te the agent gave an option to another refti
estate agent known te him to be sucli, who had the preperty conveyed to
a parison originally found by the tiret agent and with whoxu lie was
negotlating, the second agent having secured the purchaaer not by reaeo2
of anytbing the first agent had done, the first agent is entled te no

~ ~ commission in the absence of sliewing any collusion cri the part of the
~* ;~.owner te deprive him of hie commission, the owner believlng at the tinie

that the option liolder wau purchasing it blmiself. White v. Mayrnard, 15
B.C.R. 340.

An agent employed te ssii et a specilied price entered into negotiations
with a prospective purchaser but nothing came of it, Subsequentiy the
saine person and the owner were brouglit together by another agent whe

r~- .~*bad te conduct tire furtlier negotiations before the prospective purchaser
agreed to buy at &IL The property was flnally soid te him et a prire

4i. less than that offered througii the lire. agent. The trial Court gave the
agent haif the amount agreed upon and on an appeal by the agent the
Court of Queen'a Bench refug,-d ta disturli the verdict so as ta give hirm
tire full amounit stipulated.

5' As the principal failed te appeai the question of the agent's right te
rerover anything nt ail was, of course, net decided- GlUne. v. Ores.,, IC
Man. L.R. 442.

An agent wlio actinaliy soid tire land in (Ilitae8 v. Ceosç 12 Man. L.R.
442, supra, had te sue for bis commission and in the action lie recovered
the full amount elaimed. On an appeai by the principal the fuil Court
austained the trial Judge's refusai of the owner's application for a new
trial or te vary the judgment, relying on the fact tiret anotiier real estate
agent liad recovered a verdict against hlm for hlf the usual amount the
fuil Court deciared that the fact of the recovery by another ant of the

~ arnount with respect te the saine sale was res inter alios acta and net in
~' 4 itseif material. Douglas Y. Cross, 12 Man. L.R. 534.

>1 _îA reai estate agent e-ho was not ait exclusive agent for the sale of the
property cannot recover a commission wliere the land was soid by the
efforts if another ageat thougli the first agent had introduced the propert)y
te the purohaser st an earller date than the other agent. Robing v. Mees,
2 O.W.N. 1115, 19 O.W.R. 27î. Mr. Justice Mlddleton in dellvering the

eopinion of the Court aald. "A fisherman who actually landa the flah l
entitled te it, even though it was tirât ailured by the hait of another."

A broker wlio introdueed a purcliaser la entitled ta his commission
even though the sale te aucli purchaser was effected wholly through an-
other agent: Osier v. Mtoort, 8 B.C.R 115.

An estate agent appolnted at an annuai salary with an additional
à" commission upon the first year's rent for every lieuse whicli lie shouid let

on the estate, la entltied toasuch commission for ietting bouses for hie
principal, though the avidence was that the agreement for the letting
waa entered Into wlth another agent, where it appe&re the tenants were
introduced te him byv the tiret agent: Dray v. Chandfler, 18 0.13. 718.


