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r HIREL-Pv»MOABE ÀGREEMENT-opTIo TO PlUROR ASB-SALm Rr
HIREI-RIumDiATiON or AQItIIMNI-DTINUE-CNvIIEox

Whitlotj y. H*k (1918) 2 K.B. 115. This was an appeai from a.
County Court. The facto were simple. The plaintiffla let a piano on
the termes of a hire-purchsa agreement to a Min Noan. By the
termes of the agreement Mise Nolazi had an rption to purchaae the
piano by instainents, but was to remalin a oailee until ail the
instaimenta were paid. She had the right at any time to terminate
the agreement by returning the piano to the plaintiff. Mise Nolan
paid severai instalments of purohase money, but before ail were
paid she soId the piano to the defenda.nt, who purchased innocentiy
and without any notice of the hire-purchase agreement, Misa
Nolan at. the time of saie having made a false statutory cteciaration
that the piano was her property. The defendant having refused to
detiver up the piano to the plaintifsi eh,- wa,4 sued for detinue and
alternativeiy for conversion. The defendant paîd into Court a sum
sufficient to cover the unixiid instaiments of the purchase money,
and the County Court Judge held that that suni was suficiont to,
satisfy the plaintifse' claim and gave judgxnent for thb defendant,
but a DivisionalCourt (Saltcr and Roche, JJ.) held that the sale
by Miss Nolan, wvhereby she intended to pais the whole property
in the piano withcut reference Wo the agreement, amounted ini law
to a reeudiation by lier of the agreement, and therefore she had no
right in the chattel which she could legally transfer, and, therefore,
that the plaintifsé were entitied Vo a return of the piano, or ite full
value.

(JONTnAOT-BIILDING CONTRACT-EXTRAS- WRITTEN ORDER Or?
ENGINEER-CONDITION i'RECEDENIT ISPUTES ARISINt3 OUT
0F coNTRAcT--AitBITRATION-POWEI, 0F &RBIlMATORS-UBFR
0F RtAILWAY-LABILITY FOR TAXES.

In re Noit k Cardiff (1918) 2 K.B. 146. This was an appeal
f rom the order of Bray, J., made on an appeal froni the award of
an arbitrator, on two points. The arbitration took place under a
contract for the building of a reservoir which erovid,%d that the
contractors were noV to be hiable Vo pay for extras uL',%se instruc-
tions for them was given hy the written order of the engineer.
The firet question was whether the arbitrators had any power to
dispense with Vhe written i>rder of the engineer for extras. Bray, J.,
held that they had; but the wajority oif the Court of Appeal
(Pickford, L.J., and Noville, J.) held that they had flot (Bankes,
L.J., dissenting ). The contract also pro vided that Vhe contractors
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