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MONTEITH V. MBRCHANTS1 DBSPATCH CO.

» t°*e by reM°n »f the fall in the market
„m[d C- f-ln 8iving judgment, said, page 614:
is entitied to w ? ^“g in "° default-1 ‘hink Ulat he 
is entitled to substantial damages in respect of all those
itema of losa which reaulted from the fall of rain He is
not bowever m my opinion entitled to any damaees in
Z6Ct t/h<J f‘1! in the market price of the wheat; for 
tha could not have been in the contemplation of the 
parties when the contract waa made, nor cm it be said to 
have been in any way the natural result of the defendant a ‘ 
breaeh o eontraet For aught that the parties knew or 
that niight natural y have happened, the price might have 
nsen mstead of fallen.” In the same ea.se Gronfpton J

e iveiy li>. , one of the contracting parties to the 
other of a specific article intended fo/a particular 
purpose known to both of them. With that decision 
however, as far as it goes, I agree.” Hill, J., said- 

ag.ee in the d.stinct.on which my brother Crompton
wb t™? ntW6en the liability °f a-P"ty to a contract 
who has full knowledge of all the probable consequences

:l:, ~ -1”'
Of this decision Mellish, L. J.,in the case of the "Parana ” 

approved, and had the machine been delivered to a carrier 
to be camed and delivered to the purchaser in three weeks, 
the camer would not have been responsible for loss of 
.mariiet ,1 not so delivered. It would seem, therefore, impos- 

b e J? *"*lf the;1™ ln S™ed v- Ford is well laid down,
toraish T. t SetUed that a fa» io the market 
tormshesaurtem m the estimate of the damages arising
from a breach of ever/ contract with a camer to 
goods within a special/or reasonable time.
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