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It is impossible to believe that the defeindants eould haNc
eonsidered themselves entitled te take excluisiveý posseýssion
of a portion of a great international river te rvn or seri-
ously obstruet ils navigation by the plaintitis' steamner whNvit
engage(I in carrying passengers, mails and goods, and to dis-
loeate and injure their business wvitIi irpunity.

Ail these eircumstances are proper elenients for eonsider.
ation ini assessing the plaintilis' damages and it is lio as
to say that the difflculty in deterrnining the amiounti with,
precision disentitles the plaintifYs te substantial damage.
On this point the reasoning adopted in C/w plîn v. Ic~
L4. Rl., [1911] 2 K. B. 1). 791, whieli was an action for breach
of contract, is equally applicable wvhere the action is ii) tort.

With respect 1 think the plaintiffs were entiitledl to sub-
stantial damnages for the wrongs inflicted upon thiem by' the
defendaiitq and that the learned trial Judge sholild have
awarded to the plaintiffs damages to the extent of' at least
$500 witli costs and therefore the judgment appe)aledý fromn
should be set aside and judgment entered for the plaiitif.i
for that sum, with costs of the action, and of this appeal.

lIO'N, MR. JUSTICE IIIDDELL, HO'.. Mn. JUSTICE SUliTIIER
LAND And Io.MR. JUSTICE LEITCH agreed.
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