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%vas deduictetid in respect of one item of the vouniterelaim,. andi
judgmient for thet plaintiff accordingly withl rosts; mith a
sioi> that the defend-ant wNas Wo receive the renit for 1920 andi
ffhe taxes, including drainage rates, No tefverne %vas mie
i. trial Jutige to the dlaim in deeeit. 'lho case baseti on deceit
i. weak mne, and probably for that reason wns given thegob
cth Judge antid usl
Vbat then asthe proper meastire of the plaiiit.iffes dainagcs>
ýeference to Matrin v. Graver (1885), 8 ().R. 39: liotiinan \ .
)ett (1920), 417 O.L.R. 4:33; Grindell v. Base, [19201 2 ( l. -187,
Hadley v. Baxendale (1854), 9 Ex. 3411, :346. 3;5, 3563.
bhere %vas no reason why thre rulle given in Halyv. Baxeîîdla1t
Id not be applieti in the case at bar in assýessing thev taingu,
h the dlefendant shoiild pay' for the brecach iof his coeatfol
en*cymnit. It %vas known Wo the tiefendant thlat the puirposu

ýe plaintiff ini buyving the farn %vas to grow sugar bee4ts uipon il.
the parties to the contracet must have contemplateti that the(
.t of the plaintiff not getting possession wvoulti be Joss of thet
t le would miake froin growing the beets on the farin; ani thu
udant wâs, therefore, liable for the loss whlivh tilt plaýin1ty
iined liv not bei1ng abletW obtairi possession.
4ýothing that %vas decitiet in 'Marrin v. Graver 'vats opposei Wo
view.
rhle cases as Wo iamages for breaari, of ani agreenit to sianti
-ey, ariaing fromi defeet of title, %vere not applicable.
n this view, iL %%as unimportant %Nhether the plaintiff wvas
j1ed to recover for breach. of the covenant. or for deceit, for

d agswould bce the sainle iM either case.
ýs grantee of the reversion, the plaintiff becamv, by the eonVy
to him, entitled Wo the rent paa lb the tenant, anti le

lost the crop of wheat which was in the( grounti at. the Limne of
conveyance and also the profit which lie %voulti have mnade if
ad been let into possession anti hati carrieti out is, intention
rowing sugar beets on the Tari.
['h. trial Jutige erret iii assessing the dlainages as Wo the sugar

crop at S1,200. It wssatisfac(toiily shewnvi that it 'vam
tically impossible Wo growv sugar beets S*1ecessýl.fully, during the.
iii of 1920.
rhle <lainages in respect of the wheat %vert, at $850,
É upof the value of the wheat raiseti, les the cost of harvesting,
êing, and hauling.
['h. lom the plaintiff sustained in respect of th(, mwheat, asauiniiiig
lie 'as Wo get the rent for 1920, was not $850, but that sum

the proportion of the rent attributable Wo the. 18 acres on whieh
as grown. The farin conisteti of 100 acres, anti the rent wias
5 per aiinum. Thle deduction wvould therefore lie $ 112.50.


