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•cting within the »MpeVtoautLritVTtZfIfer th“t ^ “0t

-»ve, 2ltL^rto7Son rthe ™bj=ct-
tracted to deliver the plaintiff’s ,,nn i lad,ng, by which they con-
doing so they eansed them to he ctrried L'!*! L°n,'°n' an<1 imtoa>i «f 
for the purpose, to Livernool Tf ^ e Inman Lme, their agents
mistake, it was the defendanta' dutvT'7 '”lT that' hilvinK ™ite this 
them to have the good, conveyed to ll ,° l”8 M°?S8arJ' *» ™able
them at Liverpool oa the bill of lading he ha 1 ° pla'"tlff cou1'1 "ot 8et 
mueh needless delay appears to i 8 h ‘ reoeiTOl. and although 
partiea to tako the epeediest mLse foTmth'8^ ^ °missi™ ot both 
via.. l.y the defeadants obtaining from the pt-T^Tf °D ™ LiverP°o1-

Sässkäb.- "WÄTffirC
having boen obliged to p„yZ ™til «- *M of March,
London, where they oucht to Iuvp h ** j °r cama*e from Liverpool to

The difference in
Shillings per 1121101mds.

2,1177 pounds at 44 shillings per 1,2 poimde . ,
Deduet from that the price at which the clgver 

»eed was sold-38 shilling, pcr , ,o poimd,’
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niarket price, betwccn Fel? 'ruary and March, was six
1
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Balänce .............
Freight from Liverpoal to London 
1'■tereston»2,559.50, from 12thFebma^y to22„d 

March one montli and ten days
4th,a1^S^.22riåM5',88°:to

Total........v

»ges 883,60, expended^ by^hV“pktatiff f„th<> *1? ‘° ')0 "Warde,i for d™‘ 
, gnmls, but, on refleetion I doZt F cable«rams' ln respect of the 

to it. ’ 1 d° ”0t see vhat principle he is entitled
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amount, with

e trial.


