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not tnat‘of e Lgaﬁmau alone.

s L unlerstand his arvgunent it is that the appelilant din

relation to Ir Cn man is to be régarded as dealing with a

o~

person having the collective knowledge and expertise of all his

employees. 1L d0>not agree with that

&

It that whera’one 15 loo cing at the comparative_

two pavties to a sale Tor the purpose of

digclosure of purpose A

is a rceliance upon the skill and juc

t-or ewmployec

ERR e COUs tance

an 1n€cLence of
the other will:
iy drawn Ly reason only of the mere disclosure of

&r'n11°ou &ought to dls

R i i this case ffo% the
et /
case of “e?st Ccrtr%cioro i mLteavv¢~ Ly VLWCuﬂu Ljﬂltb (1U

T HeleLele 212 on nhe,facts;, He submitted that the perﬁias ““o

not cqu3713 khowlwdreable as the respondent d
pellant is ot so

e@uipped, That is a cuecstion oif amd aving found ©
learned I adopted a correct roach to 5

Qe

amr not prepaved to disagree with his conclusion,

looLs at the tuo a ,entiiies or at tihe employees who

wer “cting Lor tihem 1 tl transaction it does not seem to nme
that there is wmuch to choown'bet ;cen them as to huowledge of the

soods in which

o EF ihal could be abtivibulted Lo
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tlnn of

», such as the mode of operd
lelldington Milk Treatmont Station, thien e may well have made his
cuiployer liabie. Therd is no Tinding as to just whatl was sald
on thet topic liowever and if the évide**ce was insufficient for

the learucd Magistrate to decide that Guesm o after hearing the

witnesses then cleariy I am not able o do so atb tn:Ls stage.
The effect of the leorned Magistratets decisicn

s to find that the appellant cxevcised its own 1udgmenc aunnd

i ]
did not wely the skill and judg neat of the resnordbnt. In

Eaya

the absence of evidence to es Labllb11 th'*t M Chd)man affirmed

the suitebility of caloonuiecl Tor the appellant?

T Tind wysell in agreencent with that conclusion.

fails and is dismissed with costs of (75,00 to the

Gully & Co,s, ueliington,

sberlain, sucklond, Tor the Respondent

mnt & C






