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elsewhere who took stock on the fa1ith of the undertakingermhOdied in the agreement of 29th, June were the'JacksonWaggon Co., the Brunt MligCo., and tHeBell FoundryCo. The latter became insolvent and were not ýable tomecet the paymients for the bondJs and( were relieved by theothers-but no transfer was taken of any' riglits under theagreement, althiouýgh these bondls were as I understand de-Ieedto sonie of thie plaintiifs. Th'le plaintiffs individually»iasnd W. B. Wood, S. Sý. Kituhen, E. F. Kitehen and J. P.Lauiranice wvere more or less interested iii the said companièsbut they iindividuially holdi somne of the bonds. The relativeintereet or the parties ]S Soxnlewhaýt clearedl up by the de-Iivery o! particulars pursuant to an order inade for thatpuirpose. By these ail thje individmil plaintiffs edaim nomore than noôminal dlamiages, but substantial damnages areclaimied by tiie Jaekson Waggon Co. to the exigent of $5,000mnd by tiie Brant Mîlling Co. to the, exitent of $8,OO0. Theorder o! 13thI~vme for these particlars o! damnagesclairred] providod( that ail evidience shldl( be barrcd as toothier dlaiagea and the particulars !urniahled should havebecuaddv to and magie a part o! the rec(ord. Perhaps theefle-et o! that ordler arid the reaponse by the individuial plain-tifsA hfui been goverlookedinl the judgient. What the St.Ge~epeople deeidled wvas to have freighit eonnieùtion, bymeanlrs o! the Grand Valley Railway with Hlie CndaPaife ailway v t Quit anid ail the benefits expected toresr l uppaleil W thev buinetSIM ni andf the manulfacturersby reaison of eoinpetition rates andl easier inethodes of car-rnge amil shipmnevnt o! goodes. The. appeai %vas specially andaututatitly ta th. manufaùturers who are the plaintidsand not to thie othur individua. plaintiffs whlo eouild inotilueot anty tangible be'nefit exKeept those whielh wold l>oorAmion ti) tli, hol imi. co unity. W«%ood lives at Montreal;aurni, nt Torgonto; thé two Ritchen8 at St. George, onea r.-tir.d fumer sud tii. other a physieiaii, Therefore thealutre to construet the. rond may not have souudedJi lami-agex as 1W thoemn luary way comumensurable in a Court týiothât thevir ùlaim for nominajl dainiages inerely is nlot impro% i-âunt. 1[rwe A it se to m th inquiry should bstg,a lt dsag.s hâve been sustaned by the. two plaintiff coin-peinles eadi h»,41ilg *2,000 in bonds o! the ddfen(lantý.11oth parties ngried ti, tie d.msnges beilig disposed o! by the.jp1dgef lipun the idec as takgen at tiie trial.


