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RooA=ry of depoi whffe vesdo tumtfudLy said uoods. The, plaintiff pun-
~uaed eattle to, bo ke'pt by the. defendant until fit for the Englisii market and
paiti a depoeat of two handred doli. Defendant eensidered that how va o-
bound to keep them baent! August 20th, and laated upea plaintiff takig
tm offbis hands,î4notifying Unmtht i hdiu netdo 3, tiey.we.ld b.

-MMl. Plini muing te te thun until the prapir time, the defendet
did suU them and ,IsiMed te retaiti the, depomit. Ih wuae lad thut the pluintiff

V.eould waive the. bmaaei of the, contratt and s'e simnply for the reeavery af. he
maney paid. Murral v. Hudkimno, (1887), 14 A.R. (Ont.) 488.

PureAaur mnust aocap ceUv.ry in tyamaNe~' tirn. Deraa" for refusai.
Where a apeified quantity of hay waa toiti to b. dtàlvered at a spechlied place,
st such times aid in such quantities as t. a pur3hasermrighh order, it waa held
that the. purahaar zr.ust akoept the hay teuderd within a reasnable tne,

II and that the mensure of darnagea wua the. difference betwe.n tho contrsei.
prie and the, market Price or- value on the day ftxed for delivery, or in the.
premnt euea, the day when the, hay wua tendered te the. defendant andi he
ohoulti have taken delivc-ry, thet br-ing the tii». whea the eontraet wua broken.
Tic plaintif! was nol bounti ta ro.rnIl the. iay, though h. rnight, if 1-. thth
proper, have done so and chargoti the, vende. with the, differene between the.
contriet prie andi the. prie reaised at the. sale. But it wGul be requisit., in
such a cmm, to show that the. hay was aold for a fair price ànd within a reason-
abi. timo after the breaoii of the. contret The plaintif wus aiso alawd for
extra expenses whieh he hati ineurreti owirng te the. refusail of the. defendant to
fuifil hi-e contfrant, such as labour, cartage, atorage, weighing anti selling the
hay. Chapmavi v. Larin (1879), 4 Cen. S.C.R. 340.

Dama"o for refusai ta cca p wkere cte coniract =mî ta deliver wood in mastal-
runts and cVier oua instalinent hai bmu del<vered. The, plaintiff ini MOMr v.
Logani (1858), 5 U.O.C.P. 294, receiveti as damages the, differenc, between
the contrnet prie andth le selling prie 11at the lime tii. contraet was broken
or to ho perforinet." Tiiese periotis are not necessarily the sme, but the
cms "ee not discrimiante ant i o f no value on the. question which le dis-
cusseti, whiei e tihe proper time ait whioii tce taie the selling pries, whetiier it in
tie tIn, 'when the. imstaments were te b. deliverei, or the tinie wii tie
defendant refuset teascoopt f urher irtatalments anti thuis broke the omtract.
On the. viole, it la nlot a very valuable case.

* In Bruaah*l v. Mair (1857), 15 U.C.Q.B. 213, the tiefendant failed to
accept a quantity of flour dolivereti at Oswego, in onhequenoe of which the
pWRitiff va obliget h reseil, H. was iield entitled te recover the. difference
between the. contract prie and the, pria, &t which h. heti been obliged to reseilat Oowffo, The defendant wam rontending tint the, price et Toronto should

è;.. 1ggavera, but ti contention was overruleti, az 1he'plaintiff was et iberty tt.
deliver it a, Cuwego.

j Daoefu for rafusinq te accapt dent of iranefrr. The. plaintiff Suedi in
an nation, among other things, for the. refusa ta accept the deetio vseaoId by plaintiff te defendant anti of whici the Mafndant had receiveti pous.-
Sian. Thil"ur gae as damagfe the whole value of the vesrel andi the court
deelineti to disturb hie verdict. The defeadant wu, objecting that no titi, te
the. vessol huti passed ta, him for vent of the. transfer under the poiion o!8 Viol., c. 5 but the, cou.rt, helti tiiat iL was not eoxnpetent for hira to set uprem


