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Announcement

John I. Chipley, formerly part owner of the Jones Motor Sales Company, authorized Wilmington dealers in
Ford Cars, Fordson Tractors, Parts and Supplies, has acquired the entire interest held in the company by C. H.
Jones, who is no longer connected with the firm. J. Ben White, who has been managing the business for the past
several months, will continue with the company and will be in active charge. Temporarily, the old name of the
Ford representatives—Jones Motor Sales Company—will be continued.
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