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outf ifficulty, have been ascertained from. the plans and data,
which defendants furnished.

Plaintiff had had but littie experience with buildings of
this character, and his error, or mistake i.n the laying out, is'
largely attributable to that fact. Alter it had corne to the
knowledge of the architect that the walla were net being buit
on the truc ues (and at thati time a very considerable part'
of the concrete foundations had been put in), lic diseovered
that if they were allowed to remain in the position wbich
plaintif! hiad constructed fhem, changes wonld be neces6ary
in tlie wor-kiïig drawings of the steel work which, was to be
placed on these foundations, and fliat if wold ofherwise oc-
cason increase of expense.

As a compromise, and te avoid delay, and the addîionai
expense whieh would resuit therefroni, dlefendanits, flic own-
er'S, were( prepared to leave the found4ailons nau they were con-
struct-ed by plainitiff, providedýt thait these changes were made
witliou1t, incrcasc"d cestf te tlîemn, and thiat fthe buildings would
not siffer îi perne

In thec course of the corresponidence betwcen the archi-
fect on the eue side, and the plainitif! and his eolicitors on
the oflier, a proposition mnade by flhe defendants for sueh
compromise was rejeced.,

At the finie of flua correspounc, plaintif! was asking
for a cerf ificafe f'or paymnt on account; but this was re-
fused until sonie compirom[ise, or settlement was arrived at,
Tespecting the error in dhe foundlations. The architect iii one
of his letters, intimated thiat unless the proposed compromise
were entered into, lie would have no other recourue but te
have flic foundafions faken out, and placed in their proper
position according te the plans. He did not, howcver, reae4rt
to, this courise; te have donc se, -would have cansed sucSh de-
Tay, asQ WOuIl have resulfed in siosloss te the owniers, net
oully because the finie when they eould gef possgession, and
nake uise of the builings, woul have been postponed, but

alco becauise of the liability tliey would inieur te) contractors
for other parts of the workis, thirough being delayed in their
contracting operafions.

%)fendants, te avoid this< loss and delay, aIllowed thle
building te proeed, rely-ing for their remedy on fthe oflier
ternis of the confracf, by which tliey claimed fhe riglif te
have fthc architeet assess flic damiage for any inferior, or ira-
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