
RE CLARK AND TOWN OF LEAMINVGTnN-.

mwhat he was called upon to do under his contract, madice nio
euitial difference. If what he did was the consequence- of the,

jaincaused by the breach of contrAct, and resulted in in imis-
$ he Ioss caused thereby, and was flot something independent of
in the senise that it might have happened if there had beeni nuo
,h breachi, the uther party was entitled to, the benefit of it îii
tigation of damages: Richardson v. Hartmann (193,e~
in (75 N.Y. S.C.) 9; Lee v. Hampton (1901), 79 M.Niss. 321.
The modeý adopted and the difficulties eneountiered wure-

Jily no coriceru of the other party. Thiey were the ,reýspondenit 's
ii affair, iiid mierely a means to an end. He did flot require to)
Lbark oni the venture; but, having done suo, lie was hxnidi to
mit that lie had in fact suffered no loss by ,o doinig.
The appeal should buallow-ed wvith eoss. he respoidgunt wvas
strictness entîtled to nioinal (ageand s1ould, if hw
ired, haejudgment for themi, with such c-osts as woul[d bu

its. If the respoI)indent does not take judigîneniii Mt1iat forin, thut
imOi will bu irIi.1Iissel with cusis.

KSI' DIVISIONAL COURT. JANuny l2i,1917.
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Appeal bY J. C. Cakfrom ani ordur of teJdeof thvCut
w1t of the (2ounty of sex(Droiiugole, CoC, w isiing
irk's appeal fromi thedeiso of the Court of Revisioni for thf.
wn of Leanriiingtoni vonfirinig a1 buies sssmutf$0 ili
peot of lis hotel iii Leaxiniglon. The C'ounty Couirt Itldgle,
er di fisig h appeal, stated a case, for the opiniioni of this

The appeal wa.s huard by RETH('J.,
VÎFE, UmId HODGIN'S, M.A.'
E. C. Awrey, for the appelilnt.
. B. C'l.arke, K.('., for thv towni corporationi, respoudents.,


