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The terms of payxnent prevented the plaintîif fromn getti
possession of the hay until lie had paid the purchase-money to, t
bank, and until then inspection wus imposibfle. Even inspecti
withouit openmDg up the hay-door-nspection, as it was called
the testimony--would not have revealed the condition.

It cannot be successfully argued that obtaining possession
such ternis was an uncoi&ditional acceptance, not only of the goc
but of the quality. The plaintiff did not thereby waive his rip
te, rely upon the warranty as to quality and coindîtion. There v
nothmng in the contract requiring inspection at any partieu
time oý' place. The defendant knew this, and knew also that 1
hay was being sold for delivery by the plaintiff in the Unîted Sta
and for use at the niilitary camps there. Accepting the goods
not, in thie circunistances, deprive the purchaser of his riglit
seek damages for inferiority of quality. The right of a purcha
~to rejeet goods not in accordance with what jha been contraci
for, when delivery has bee nmade and possession taken, m>ust 1
be confused withi the riglit to dlaim damages f or delivery of go<
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