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the prive is oued for, the. defendant may shew that the.r-aiýchline-wee not as
warranted, and s0 rediuve the. caim by the differenc between -the valite of
the machine as warranted and ita actuel value in fact."

Com~pare Copdand v. HamiUon (189A.), g Man.'L.R. 141.
Damqas gowed by mcrheÀ proee. Where the. defendant, faied to deliver

acvording to contract, the p1aintiffa~ dampffl ver. heid te, b. the. diffme~e
between the cofltract prive and the market pries. Defendants sougnt te

redu. th, anoun bysaying that the plantif had contracted te il1 h
goodsaiSt a Iawer pries, s0 that h.e had nlot in reaiity baât as much as he vas
ciaixning. "But, said Oaier, J., in BoUetUvine V. WgUeos (1880), 30 U.C.C.P.
529, at 541, "this is nlot the way ta look at it. The deferdant han nothing
to do with the profit the plaintiff might have made. Autaning that the
plaintiff sold tbis chees, he vas net able to deiiver it, fo' ho hâd nlot got it
f rom the defendant. If the. sub-sale went off for that, reason, the pla.intiff

1: was nul. thereby disentitled fromn gaing into the market and purvhasing the.
stune quatitity at the màrket prive, whivh was ten cents per lb., or it la parhaps
not assurming too muçh to infer that he filled the. sub-cantract by the delivery

g of other eheese w.uich hie would iiAve had ta purchase in t~he market aI the
9 Miincreased priv'e, or ta supply from his own stock, which vaa then worth to

him ten vents per pound. In either ruae h. vouldostain a lose of four vents
per lb. There oeemsa no reason, therefore, ta redua. thé damages,"

Notie of pur po8e fer which goods reqtuired. Damapg in âuM, caae. In
Walrous v. Bat"s (1854), 5 U.C.C.P. 368, defendanta agreed ta furnish plaintiff
with railway tics ta enable theni ta varrv ouit a coitraot for the. supply of ties

~, î, to Sykes & Ca. The t-'ia1 judge direvted th. jury that the ineasure of plain-
'~ t.iff's damages waa the difference between what h.e was ta pay defendant for

the tics atnd the price hie vas In receive frein Sykes & Co. Although the
profits ta h. made on the article vantrattd for are ili general taa remette tu
b. considered as dainages for a breach of oontract, thua princip1e jE subject ta
be controlled by the circurnatanffl of the î,artivular eaae. The words of
Baron Alderson i Ha4ley v. Bareftdale (1854), g Ex. 341, 158 E.R, 145, were

quoted:"Now ifthe sperial cirvumetances under which the contraet wua
actually m~ade were conimunicated by the plaintifsé to the. defendante, and
thits known ta bath Parties, the datnagea repulting fra'n lbe brech af such
oontravt whieh they wauld reasonably vontemplate wouIld be tbe amaunit of
the injury which would ordinarily. follow froin a brvach af eontract, under
thae special virvumatances so knoNvn a-;d vammunivated."

[I.. An attexnPl vas mad8 ta apply this pri riple in b'eehan v, Haliinani,
(1856), 13 U.C. Q.B. 440, the purpase for which vordwaod vas bought beng
1h.eburning of brickis, and the defendant having fa:d to supply woAd accord-
ing ta hie contract. Plaintiff clairned that hie wau entitl.d ta recover dmaag&u
ocoasioned by the. fail in the prieu of bricks vii. he was waiting !or the wooad.
It do.. flot appear that the purpose for whivh the. wood wus bought was con'-
munivated, but t'". judgzn.nt does nat seem ta proceed up,n tuse ground. It

reads as if thc damnage would have been vonsidred remate under any cir-

ri"The piaintifT's case shews nothing marc than that h.e deait ;with thebroewhich hie intenri.d ta make and hurn, ini the sanie manner that a mer-


