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OPINION  

{*18} {1} Appellant brought suit against appellee for the sum of $ 227.70, for goods, 
wares, and merchandise sold by appellant to appellee. Appellee answered denying the 
indebtedness and alleged that appellant owed appellee $ 20 for hauling sand and $ 500 
damages for failing to furnish an air compressor, failure to grade up certain lots, failure 
to change certain pumps to a new location, and for digging certain tank holes and not 
changing pumps which appellant agreed to do, and thereby causing appellee damages 
resulting from loss of business.  

{2} The cause was tried to the court, who awarded appellant judgment in the sum of $ 
215 as against appellee and offset this sum to appellee by awarding appellee judgment 
as against appellant in the sum of $ 289.30, leaving a balance due appellee from 



 

 

appellant in the sum of $ 74.30, for which sum judgment was rendered in favor of 
appellee. {*19} From this judgment the appeal is prosecuted to this court.  

{3} Only one point is set up by appellant as error. Appellant contends that there is no 
evidence of a substantial character to support the judgment as to loss of profits to the 
appellee's business and that the damages awarded for such loss are speculative and 
were not proven.  

{4} No specific findings of fact or conclusions of law were made by the court, and none 
were requested by either of the parties. This state of the record does not invoke a 
review of the evidence. Harris & Maldonado v. Sperry, 35 N.M. 52, 290 P. 1022, and 
cases therein cited. We will not review the evidence to see whether it supports the 
general findings in the judgment where there has been no requested findings of fact.  

{5} For the reasons given the judgment is affirmed. It is so ordered.  


