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CARTER, Justice. The estate of Don Fishel, a deceased
real estate salesperson, appeals from a judgment
awarding damages to plaintiffs, Harold E. Crutchley
and Anita §. Crutchley.

Plaintiffs’ action sought to recover for the alleged
negligence and breach of contract of Fishel and Jim
Short, two licensed real estate agents who represented
them in the sale of 600 acres of land in Linn County.
Short, who is also a defendant against whom judgment
Was entered, has not appealed.

In 1980, the plaintiffs listed 600 acres of land for
e through the Mundel, Long & Luce real estate office
" Cedar Rapids. Fishel and Short were salespersons

associated with that firm. Plaintiffs were well ac-

quainted with Fishel, who had previously represented
them in selling other property. Short assisted Fishel on
some of the prior sales as well as the transaction giving
rise to the present controversy. After advertisement of
the 600-acre tract in publications of general circulation
in the Midwest, Carl Esker and two medical doctors
participating with him agreed to pay a total consider-
ation of $1,650,000 for the property pursuant to an
installment contract,

The contract called for a $300,000 down payment
with the remaining balance to be paid over a twenty-
year period.
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The contract of sale came into being as a result of

the plaintiffs’ acceptance of an offer to purchase which
contained the following language: :

In the event of default on this contract, the sellers :
shall only be entitled to possession of the real estate

as of the date of said default. Buyers will only lose
their interest in said P
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plaintiffs seeking legal counsel was in sharp dispute. If,
however, the evidence presented is viewed in the light
ost favorable to the plaintiffs, it will support a finding
the jury that defendants failed to exercise the
standard of care required of persons engaged in their
usiness or profession.

Because of the interrelationship between the negli-

o gence and breach-of-contract issues in the present
gmswmnomag case, we conclude that proof of  breach of this stan-

M 1900), that proof of a violation of | dard of professional conduct would also establish a
e upon which a trier of violation of the agent’s duties under the listing agree-
ment with the broker. The district court did not err in
accepting the jury’s findings on the negligence and
 breach-of-contract issues. * * * [The trial court

judgment s afimed




