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the

&l;eyistlApl‘il, 29th April, and 10th May, to none of *wh?ch was
Dlaiy Py Mmade. In the letter of the 21st April, he again com-
Serigyg lof the delay in delivery, and drew attention to the
hemg %(;ss the plaintiff company would sustain through not
laveq ]:'_ to fill their customers’ orders, for which loss he
ing refls’ Intention of holding the defendant company liable,
8@1}ing ¢ ee::ﬁ(li ,Eo a statement made by ‘‘your Mr. Moyer when
anq, it;l t thig fﬂime (10th May), the machinery was installed;
May, agagperatmn being unsatisfactory, Pearson, on the 27th
to. the d‘a‘n Wrote the defendant company, referring to this and
g gq inm‘:‘g‘? ’he_asserted that the plaintiffs were sustaining,
Em\ Copy of' Ink your conduet in refusing to send me back
" thy | of € agreement is reprehensible,’’ ete. This brought
g@mmunicat-‘end'ant company a letter of the 25th May (the first
t‘th A ril) Sl any kind from them to the plaintiffs from the
h,‘? Dlaj ti,ff;n Which they, in effect, repudiated any liability to
sap‘ TaCt iy, 1(\)4n the ground that they were working under a
of Aatopg oyer to supply him with cement grinders and
to o -Aching). % ad nothing to do with the sale or installation
W one 1, ‘ngyzssumed no responsibility for its operation
i € offer ' o
E?until ai‘lt.e:T}il dCceptance by Pearson were not returned to
b "ﬁl‘- The Othe: 27th May, when they were brought to him by
thej, Oyer about thce(’PleS were left with the defendant company
for o SSesgion witig :’}?d _Of Decem'ber., 1910, and rengamed in
ﬂ""‘ch#he eom"pany . € time of the trial. The managing direc-
%t'nz Purpoge ¢ thn'“ts that they were left with the company
to cong Otice was -anin' being cqnﬁ_rmed by the ecompany, and
Thel?;' : to the plaintiffs of the neglect or refusal

B0t o dChing ;
Ouht?az o ‘letul.eE:1 'WhIch were delivered were second-hand, and
e*}lle );the defendants; they were not such as the
?M,fg,r ¢ Mtenqeq . 0d were unfit for the purposes for which

Jesteq % aat Yeasor . o Vere useless in the plaintiffs’ business;

m“blixh t of s;: €Y were discarded after having been sub-

PX0pery ' that jy Was?x:l Weeks . The evidence

by %hfer; l| Decam, necposmble for any one to make them work
R ssary for the plaintiffs to replace them

; 0
Oung § lglﬁiew o::;ehow the defendant company can escape
Pany from, €se dealiy, combmaﬁon of circumstances which is
; Deeember 1'9 hen It is considered that that com-

» until after the machines were de-




