
BROW-Y v. DUL4IAGE.

siibseqtently took place between the parties as Vo the en-
gin(,.

Hlolding the opinion as above, 1 see no reason, upon ap-
peal of defendants, for interfering with the decision of the
trial Judge. It might well be argued that plaintiffs are en-
titled to, more than the relief given, but plaintiffs have not
appealed. They are cntitled Vo, as mucli at least as the pre-
sent judgment gives them, so, I think this appeal, should be
dlisxnissed with coat8.

FALCONBRIDGE, C..J., gave reasons in writing for the saniie
conclusion.

RIPDELL, J., dissented, for reasons stated in writing.

AUGUST 26TH, 1907.

DIVISIONAL COURT.

BRIOWN v.DIMA .

SIale of Gooda - Con(ract - Fai7vrc b, ('arryoui- Rlesaei b'y
Vendor - Cornveretlon - Ioeson- I>urchase _Ilonry -
Tender - Rescissýion - Danages - 'se

Appeal hy pliRntiff from order of MAEJ., in the
Weekiy' Couirt, a.llowing an appeal froin the rep>rt of the
MNaster in Ordinary find(Iiig that plaintifr was entitled Vo
recover $88.89 damages in an action for convýerioni.

'l'le appeal was heard by FALCON BRID, C.J., BRIT-

TON, J., RIDDELL, J.

F. B. Hlodgins, K.C., for plaiutiff.

E. L. Dickinson, Godericli, for defendant.

IIDLJ.: On 28th _May, 190*3, the defe-ndnnt en-
tered] into a contraet with the plaintiff for the sale Vo him
of a stock of goods, &c., ini Wingham. The ageenntl in
iwritixxg, and the important ternis are asfolw

" Stock fîxtures, &o., în the Kent bloek to ble sold at
40 cent., on the dollar invoice price, any dispute to, be te-


