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GRIMES, in this case is whether the decision of the trialissueTheJ.
awarding plaintiff for a real estate commissionfor thea verdictcourt

bysupported evidence. We hold that it is.theis
and MacLeod of Amherst were theRobert ownersDefendants Irene

theyin which sold toreal estate on Harbor Avenue Nashua Lakeof
1972, agreementJuly following an inin executedAssociatesState
brought claiming aApril plaintiff suit commission on theThe1972.

sittingby jury.sale, heard the court without aand the matter was A
plaintiff $15,700,inthe the amount of andwas rendered forverdict

Contas,byexceptions were transferred J.defendants’
findings plaintiff, Kopkasupports that theevidence RealThe

with the(Kopka), had its first contact defendants inEstate MacLeod
1969, plaintiff regardingcontacted the theSeptember when MacLeod

property. Kopkaof the Harbor Avenue showed thesale or lease
yearprospective lessee later that but no lease wasproperty ato

Housing Authoritythe Nashua wasAt about this timeeffected.
“turnkey project”inviting a for construction ofbids on so-called

housing elderly. Kopka propertythethe showed Harbor Avenue tofor
prospective developer(Aleo), a for theAleodefendant Universal

meetingsKopka hadproposed project. several with Aleo
maps suitability.and checked the site forrepresentatives, and secured

negotiate1970, Kopka optionauthorized to an onAleoIn October
negotiated signedandproperty. was the MacLeodsOnethe MacLeod

agreementoption contained a clause that theAleo did not. Theit but
broughtrecognized Kopka as the broker who about theparties

agreement agrees payalso stated that “seller to theThetransaction.
Aleo,agreement.” however,per separatetherefor was notcommission

developer project.for theto become thechosen
Thereafter, originally contractorselected either withdrew orthe

Housing Authority July 23,1971,disqualified and the onwas Nashua
bidding.reopening of the Prior to this time theadvertised the

bidders, including Aleo,Authority previoushad sent notices of the
1971,August 9, Aleo submitted a bid based onreopening. theOn
proposedproperty as site.theMacLeod

meantime, placedhad their affairs in the handsthe the MacLeodsIn
attorney propertytheirand had advertised for sale. Theof their

attorney regardingattorney a call from Alco’sreceivedMacLeod’s
5,August 1971,property. ain the On nonexclusiveinterestAlco’s

MacLeods,between Aleo and theoption entered into andcontract was
assignee, Associates,property was deeded to Alco’s Lake Statethe

properly found tocourt on the evidence be a “substitutewhich the
buyer for Aleo.”
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of the sale andeffective causeplaintiff was thecourt found thatThe
dispute Kopkado not thatDefendantsto a commission.entitledwas

fiduciaryKopkacomplain breached itsagent, thatbutwas their
optioninforming wanted thethat Aleoby defendantsrelationship not

bidder thethe successful onif were notmoney itreturned
argue Kopka had abandonedfurther thatdevelopment. Defendants

brokerage agreement,terminating so thattherepresentation, thusits
of the sale.effective causeKopka not thewas

propertyif he informs him ofprocures a customer theA broker
Walker, 231,v. 95the seller. Williams N.H.customer toand leads the

Chase, 82, (1948).v. 95 N.H. 58 A.2d 317(1948);522 Philbrick61 A.2d
plaintiffthat the informed Aleo of thequestion in this caseis noThere

theydefendants admit thatthe seller. Theproperty and led Aleo to
byits officials were introduced to themof Aleo untilnever heardhad

Kopka.

Although was not inthe sale consummated 1970it is true that
bid, findwas entitled to on the evidencethe the courtAleo lostbecause

project, previousagain to bid on the theaskedwhen Aleo wasthat
propertyproperty was what led Aleo to thatthe MacLeodcontact with

plaintiff part infact that did not takeagain prospective site. Theas the
deprive Benwaynegotiations not it of its commission.does v.finalthe

Chase,51, 734,Cole, 53, (1954); v. 95104 A.2d 735 Philbrick99 N.H.
82, court found no abandonment of the(1948). The58 A.2d 317N.H.

findingpart plaintiff,brokerage agreement of the and a ofon the
compelled by the evidence. There was nowas notabandonment

such as would cause a forfeiture of aof abandonmentanevidence
already by plaintiffsthe efforts.earned Philbrick v.commission

strongerposition is even than that of thesupra. Plaintiff’sChase
Chase, because in this case the defendantsplaintiffs in v.Philbrick

propertyplaintiff had first led Aleo to the and toactually knew that
them.

fiduciaryno ofthat there was breach acourt also foundThe
exceptforplaintiff did not work Aleo to show itrelationship and that

again contrary findingsale. aproperties were for Here wasthatthe
bargainuponrelied to forcompelled. was not defendants.Plaintiffnot

procureRather, upon a customer atplaintiff was called to defendants’
finding, there has been no forfeiture of thecourt’sprice. In view of the
Cole, 51, 53-54,Benway 99v. N.H.commission. See

104 A.2d 734, 735-36(1954).
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infind the complaintWe also no merit defendants’ that
plaintiff thedid not inform them of fact that Aleo wished to have the
option money returned if not obtain project.it did the of theaward We

changesfail that propertyto see how this the fact the inwas fact sold to
plaintiff produced.the customer that Nor can we howsee this harmed

the defendants.

reject contention plaintiffWe also defendants’ that should be
representedit also prospectivedenied a commission because other

properties.sellers and Aleo other Itshowed is not the law of this State
that a real broker forfeits his aestate commission for sale of which he

he prospective buyerwas the effective cause because also showed the
properties. representother Plaintiff not boundwas to the MacLeods

exclusively.
complainDefendants that certain erroneouslyexhibits were

byexcluded from evidence the court as not torelevant the issues. A
argumentreview of exhibits and athose consideration of defendants’

reveals no error.

complaints regardingDefendants also make various the
requests findingson their for rulings.court’s action and The

sixty-six requests occupy twenty-sixfiled which pagesdefendants of
the transferred case. We have held that compliedRSA is491:15 with

form,“if the trial files in findingscourt narrative the of essential facts
supportwhich are to hissufficient decision.” R. BerkeJ. & Co. v. J. P.

Griffin, 760, 767,Inc., 583,116 367 (1976);N.H. A.2d 588 Cote v.
Eldeen, 491,119 When, case,-theN.H. (1979).403 A.2d 419 in thisas
trial findingscourt files adequatelyits in a thatnarrative form
supports verdict,its requests.we will reviewnot action on thetaken

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.


