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defendants, others,used the andand the notby to theconforming
dimensions,inorder and werequality, quantity, andprice, rejected,

in their where remained to thepiled yard, they subject plaintiffs’
order. The defendants informed the ofseasonably theirplaintiffs
action, and tendered the of the lots.price accepted
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Doe, C. J. The defendants and measuredinspectedrightfully
the lumber before to Sales,or it.determining accept reject Benj.
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that the contract entire,was orexpress stipulation was not the
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Allen, J., did not sit: the others concurred.
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inthe described the forbuilding thepetition purposes alleged.
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Smith, J., did not sit: the others concurred.
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