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(1915), 34 O.L.R., 51, and Rotman v. Pennett (1920), 47 0
433, were referred to. The learned Judge distinguished
cases.

The plaintiff ias entitled to sucli damages as flowed nati
from a breach of the agreement in contemplation of both pi
to it. Re. dUd not ask for damages for loss of 1-is bargain, bi
*hat he said were his expenses and loss sustained dowu t,
time he learnid that the defendant could not fulfil his coni
ieh, he said, resulted immediately from. the. defendant's br

The. natural thing for the pIaintiff to have doue, and wha
defendant should reasonably have expected tha.t lie woul(
iu the circuinstauces, was to make preparations to mov.
foxnily and his stock and chattela to the farm ou or ut su>'
after tiie lst -March, the date on which the. defendant contr
to give possin. On the. 9th April, the plaintiff learned
the. defendant had not put him8elf in a position te deliver p(
sion, and that he wasnot taking steps todo so; the plaintiff
on the foUlowing day the. letter referred te. The defendant:
no objection to the. notice coutained in that letter until h. deli-
his courit.rclaim ou the. l7th September.

There s1iould b. judgmeut iu favour of the plaintiff fo
return of the, two sums of $100 and $400 paid by the plalutiff,
interest fromn the respective dates -of such payments, 5fl4
.$450 damages; snd the couinterclaim should be~ dismissed.
defendant should psy the plaintiff's cost of both acttion
countercWam.
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