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-aet, they were ohliged elîher 10, close their factory or to operate
ieir business at a financial loss; that the respondents had made
itracts with several firias ta supply them. with large quan-

ties of candies, sweetmeats, and other confections; but, owinig
Shaving been deprived of the benefit of the sugar contracît,

iey were obliged to, cancel these contracts. and lost the profits
iey would have made if the contracts had been performed, and(
so kist the profits they would have mnade on other otas
w NOuld have been able to make if thp3 sugar had bevin supplied;

id that the appellants, pretending Wo have under a provision
Sthe conitract the right 10 do so* entered mbt possession of

ie responidents' premises and took possession of 'the goods and
tattels mnentioncd in the agreement, as well as of others that
id subsequently been purchased or manufactured by the re-
boudents anid of the books of aecount of the respondents, and
ýmuovûd themi front their premises, although there had been
) default by the respondents in performing their- Obligations
rider the agreement; and the dlaim of the respond(enits, is for a
huri of the-se goods and ehattels and books of account,. or for.
idgmenh aginait the appellants for their valute, damiages for
ýe seizure, remioval, and detention of them, and for loss of pro-
s, and judgnit r-estraining the appellants from apply' ing to
is sugar comnpany for or receiving from the sugar comnpaniy,
,athemptinig 10 sell or dispose of, any part of the uindelivered

igar, aind for other relief.
If the c-ase made by the respondents in their pleadings had

win proved, thiey must have failed, because, on their statenient
the facts, there was a novation in respect of the contract with

,e auigar com11pany, and that company becanie bound todlie
the respondents the sugar which they had conitracted to seil
the aippellants, and the benefit of the contract had passed Wo

e r-esponidenits; and the refusai of the suga,,r ompany Wo sup-
y the sugar was, therefore, a breach of ils agreemenit with the
spondlents for which the sugar comapany is answerable in damn-
ýe Wo themi, anid the mere faet that the appellants nohifted the
gar company not Wo deliver the sugar Wo the responidenits did
n~ give rise Wo any cause of action against the appellants, for,
,art fromi any other difflculty in the way of the respondents'

e bbcth loss whîch they sustained was not oecasioned by
e action of the appellants, but by the refusal of the sugar com-
Lily Wo implement the coutract it had made with the respon-

The evidencee, however, did not substantiate the allegations


