
T he plaintifs,' contraci(t w;as, thierefore, to deliver the t»
at Graham's siding, aud the inspection oughit prima fadei
have taken place there. and nothing happencI to chanmge
place of inspection to London.'

It follows that the defeet in quality foris no gr-ound
ddefence iu this action (Towers v. Dominion Ironi and M<r
(Io., il A. R. 315), and the only redress of defendants wo
be by cross-action.

But the learned Judge lias, aithougli there is nuo pleadl
by way of counterclaim, made an allowance or dleduct
which seems to be justified by the evidence, as are hiis ut
findings in the case.

The appeal will be dîsmissed with costs.

BRITTON,, J., gave reasons in writing for the same con,
sien:


