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you . . .a sample of cernent stock for wriuger-roUli
Will you kîndly see if it cures with your stock, and oblige ?

The sample so forw.arded to the defendants. was a smo:
one, only enough for 3 or 4 rollers. The defendants trea.te
it as they did their other cement-dissolved it in gasolini
coated the iron rod or shaft with it, and wrapped the rubbE
around both, and placed the whole in a inould, which. ws
then subjected to heat, so as to effeet vulcanisation or haré
ening. The rollers, after heating, had to be pushed lengti.
wise out of the rnould, and the pressure used ln doing tii.8
seerns to have. been considered or made a sufficient test c
the strength of the union effected. If not firrnly cemente(
the iron rod would bie pushed out, leaving the cernent au
rubber, or perhaps the rubcr alone, behind it. The rollei
made with this sainple cernent stood that test. In additioz
the defendants cut down through the rubber and cemeui
to the ehaft to see if the cernent adhered to the iron, an
it appeared to do so. They informed the plaintifs' salesma&
that the saniple had proved satisfactory, and gave hîm a
order for a bale of about Zoo0 lbs. of cernent, " sarne as laE
sample suhrnitted as perMr. Thornton's letter of 3rd Jant
ary, 1907."1

The quantityordered was duly forwarded Vo thern. BE~
fore using or testing it, they gave a srnall additional orde
f or gonds, which also wcre duly sent theni. When Vite dc
fendants camne to use the êeent so sent theni, te
tried two batches of 30 or 40 rollers each, and found tha
in verY few of thern did the cernent adhere to te îron, an,4
in those few only iiperfectly. In consequence, they wer
useless to, thern. They cornplained to the plaintifs. Tht
plaintiffs undertook to .shew that it was noV the fault o
the cernent. They got a couple of iron rods from the de
fendants, and made with the cernent a roller which appeare<
to, theniselves to be satisfactory. They sent it Vo the de
fendants, who, in presence of the plaintiffs' salesrnan, testeq
it, and one of the defendants' ordinary rollers. Iii tha
made by the plaintiffs te cernent at once separated almos
cornpletelv fromi the shfwlile in the other one it diq
not. The plaintiffs' salesman adrnits being present at
test and the reBult> but saysi he could noV; gauge te fore
applied, nor be assured of the identity of the rollers.

The plaintiffs' manager says; that the absence of the de
sired cohesion rnight bc owing Vo several causes, sucit as
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