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7121 said; one who threw a vessel from on top of a roof

OVERVIEW

The x3 cited a ruling regarding 337 WX °93 P31, There seems to have been
conflicting readings whether this ruling was made by 727 or X27. Our MO0
clarifies this matter.

- IND N 1HIN NIPIYN TN N (3,00 97 IIYY 1YY NPODM NITT 135093 NaY
Our texts read 729 (not X27); for 829 was previously unsure whether we follow
the initial status or not -
129 *MnY 21291 VIVOIT NN
And the X773 suggested there that we resolve this query from a ruling of 7129 who
was the 529 of xa1.

SUMMARY
The text reads 721 (who was the *27 of X271 who had the query).”

THINKING IT OVER
Perhaps those texts that read here X217 are 07 previously 7127, and they brought the
ruling of X217 to resolve the query of 77127! What is m201n proof?!

' X217 there posed a query; what if a 7mna trod on something and it did not break immediately, but rather it rolled
away and broke later somewhere else; do we follow the initial trodding and so it is 237 which pays a 2w pn, or do
we follow the actual breaking, which would make it Mm% and he would be liable only for a 11 °%11.

? The x7»3 there cited this ruling of 727 regarding 337 WXI» *23 P77 to prove that J91% X72°¥» 7n2. The X na there
rejected this proof, saying that even though 7727 resolved the issue; however by X271 it remained unresolved. In any
event we cannot be 07 here X327, for how would we then understand the X713 there (especially the rejection of the
proof [since it is X217 who both posed the query and made the ruling]).

? See “Thinking it over’.

* See 1Mo wnon XK # 115.
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