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as a quantum nieruit, weuld neeessarily b. governed by the amount of
commission stipulated tu be paid when the property was disposed ef.
Mr, Justiée Osier ln the sane Page also said that on the wrongful refusai
of the owner te selI, the agent ivas flot entitled tu sue for or to recover
th. comimission, qua. commission en the terms of the agreement, though
he adiled, that ln thit case the measure of danages mlgbt well bave been
the full arnount of t.he commission,

lVhere the authority of an agent employed tu sel! on commission is
revoked by the principal befere a sale has been effected, the right of the
agent tu remuneration for what he has done in endeavouring toe ffect a
sale depends on the ternis on whlch lie was enmployed. Thus, where
clerit-al agents ernployed by the defendant to seli an advowson upon a
rommission upozn the purphase nmoney when the contract was conipleted,
agreed as the purchase money was likely te be large, te forage a dlaima
of thrc. gui.teas wliich they orditiprily made for entering such property
on thpir bookt-. and for the trouble of answering inquiries rex.pecting it,
are ilot entitled to recover anyt]hing impo,, the principal having afterwards
sold the 'dvows( 'i himself. and having .-ev'eled the plaintiff?.' authority
tu sel], time agents as they had not efferted the sale, and there was ne
evid'ence of their having done more than was ordinarily covered by the
charge of three guineas, whiehi they had agreed to forego: Simpn~> v.
Law.b, 17 C.B, 603, 25 1.J.C.P. 113, 2 Jur. (N.S.) 91, 4 W.R. 328.

A flrin of real estate brokers is not entitled to a commission frorm a
vendor for securing a purchasger for land, who was, without the tact
being disclosed te the vendor, a memnber of such firr and bought the land
for its benefit: Edgar v. Oaskey, 4 D.L.R. 460 (AlWa).

The Ri.ght te «8r rnsi Aes.ffc'cted by the Ernployment of Tieu or More
Agent8.

Wher<' en owner, dissatisfied with hi% agent's fallure tu seil, placed
hi% property' witm other agents but did not withidraw It fromn the first
agent and it was sold hy one of the agents at the sarne price net te the
owner as the price hie offered te t.he flrst agent, such first agent is net
.4'ittitltd te a commission: Johnason v. Appleton, il 1.C.B. 128.

Where the owner of land, being bard preased hy the mortgagees
thereof, emuployked an agent tu seL the land at a speeified price a.nd the
agent failed te make a sale at sueh price te a person hoe waa negotiating
%vith, and such person. tbrough bip banker, afterwards geL inte communi-
cation witF a real estate agent ernployed by the mortgagees and, as a
resuît of the work ef Lhe mortgagees' agent in the matter, finally par-
rhased thec preerty at a much les price than that at which iL was
olfered through the owner's agent, the mecrtpgee' agent and net the
owtner*s agent breught about the sale and the owner's agent la not entitled
to any commission, althougb the owner was chargeable with the commis.
sien payable te the nmortgagees' agent: Bridgmanm ï. Iepburn, 13 B.Q.R.
à389, afllrmed 42 Can. S.C.R. 228.
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