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Buit i fi deermi i ige thei(se damiagies the ruai circeunist a 1(es

mualit be talien ilit» aveoiit. Oil the lSth 'Febrlaryv, Ille IlarisI
Abattoir ( omrpany rejeeted the egs and Illade Ilo0 daimi to re-
tain divin futeOi the 20111 Fehrulary, flt responident kneuw
of theg rvjgeetioII; and (11 thev 2].iltFbur his rupresentlative,
MeýKeo, wu awvare of where-( thi. Eg gs wclre, alnd1 that the Il, ere \
lit his dispoaoal. Thew reIfde i te rejeetion1 %ivas \wrongful,

(.1,114 have ilisâated uipon his bargain belig rarried out anîd e-oudd
Ilalve luokeud to th I 1larris Abbat»ir ( 'on pany., thu Is rvlievinig t he
aiht-lints2 friIl anyJibilty If it WaIS r-ightfull he had the

e-ggs ilhlei underv lus vontirol, anid iliglit h1ave, enduavouiredl Io
dîuspos1e (f thuili wltitout ally let orl hlindranceu froml th(' Harris
AbaLtt0ir- UolnïpanyI, fil whs wrhos te wr at wo

posseasof themI; îim isedtht danger of* fuirther deterioira.
t ioni.

Indeedqýi, on thalt a*e.umilptiun lu wýam bounld toj take theml ama N:
1h-ilbutt v. 1Jiekson (18S72>, LAC. 7 ( '. 1. at p. 4152. Ili cither

vicw, the. appitlnts fluide sueli repart ]ltion as thy oluld by the
offcer to Mcvee for such the. initerview on thue 21st eru

Ioune tu of the. eggs free froml any v aimli...
ilrne t Iliort v. London anld North WCton. .1.

4 Ex. 1). 188, per Brmal .. t p. 195, and per Bruit, LJ
uit p- ?(Kt1

I thik itla uear hat te repoîîuntif eut1itled to dmgs
i190111V etile to hiN lt.I hua <O8'aused(ý( 1)y the, depr-ivatioln of Ilis

colitrol OVer1 0the egguk f roi the lîime wvhenl adîniiittedIly Ill Harris
AbatMt1Oir Cuman ( o 1 m) 1Viglit ;Mpetad reijet,t le., 1 80%Feru
ary, uili theg tirnle whnhis vontrol wuls r-talseif he
chose tu qexfre-iNe it, nam l th 218tF1r: ry The responidelnt
luin lýigiîîg this uevtion eees flot to look Io the Hlarris Abattoir

( ozupanly on their. eonitruet, thum aldmittingi itt the evto
waat, proper; anld hie Nla ny clntitird to ama agkainast th(' ;ip.
polantsII on the ais 1 have indicalted, treuatinig as in the, nature
of ai rvturu the( offer to MeKve on1 the 21st Februjaryv to give
Up1 the. ogga This la enforovd 1by the consideration thant unri-kea-

sotnable conduevt on tihe part of the person whose propert 'y huap
boonr eonivertvid rma alwayu ho taken into consideration lin aaSea&1-
ingi thu damagesu(.. Soe Wilson v. Hliek8, 26 LÀJ. Ex. 242.

Some evidenve wuis given as to damage uit the trial, but I
think the rral point ta h4 deelded is, whether- the egga Pould haive
bûcin sold on the ISth February for a botter price than onf the. 2lst

Februrywhen the respondent eould have diaposecd of thenm if
he( had vhoson ma te (Io. The.y were aetumily sold afterwards ut a


