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The agreement contemplàted a speedy completion of the

work. Laurance gives the language of Mr. Pattison sayingy

that; he would bring the road into St. George before the

bnow flics if they bouglit the bonds (p. 46).

The first and iniediate thing to be donc was to extend

the railway to St. George and then to make a through

tramei arrangement with the Canadian Pacifie 11w. Co. at

Gait, the Grand Valley 11w. Co. supplying the neoessary

sidings and switches. The f aiIure to construct the inter-

mediate piece of thec road was thec hreach of the eontract

and involved the loss of ail the expected advantages. For

this conneetion the plaintif s were willing to buy and pay

for the bonds and these were regarded as mcrely a collateral

sectirity for the performance of the undertaking. The vcry

construction of a road operative up to St. George 'wouid

have brouiglit adyantages to the merehants and inanufac-

turer-s. This feature of the bargain was in the mninds of

Loth parties and is«the benefit referrcd to iii the writing

of thie 6th June as being the establishment of freîght con-

nection with the Canadian Pacifie liailway at Gait (words

iised by the defendant Pattison). The proximate conse-

quence of the breach coinplained of was within the contema-

plation of the parties a loss of benefits in the transaction of

husiness at St. George. 1 do not fecI pressed by any dif-

ficulty raised on the ground of remotcness of damage; nor is

*.hcre any on the ground of directniess. To use the words

of Cleasby, B., in Cundy v. Nicols, 38 L. T. 227 (1870),

" when there is commoxi knowlcdge of a partîcular'objeet

then damages may be recovcrcd for the natural couse-

qiience of the faîlure of that objeet." It does not becomie

the defendant who lias broken the contraet to say that had

he eoinplied with the prelimiflary work of extending the

liue there miglit have been ail sorts of difficulties and con-

tingencies in earrying out and complcting the work subse-

quently to be donc. That is ail beside the question as to

whether there was an actionable wrong aud a right to re-

cover actual damages resiilting from the fail-are of the de-

fendant to do his pâtrt. .lTe language used in Simpson v.

Lamb, Ï Q. Bý D. 277, scema appropriate here, L.e, "It is

~to be assumned that the plaintif! would get some benefit and

thougli there may be some speculation as to the amount, it is

not impossible to award more than nominal damages?" -Iadl

the, defeudant doue lis part it is to be assumed that ail the


