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the contract the buyers make known that purpose to the‘ sell-
©1S, who were coal agents, and relied on their skill and judg-
Ment.  The action was tried before Lord Russell, C_], who
helq that the evidence of what had taken place prior to the
SOntract was admissible to raise the implied condition men-
toned in gec. | 4, and therefore there was by virtue of that
Section an implied warranty that the coals were fit for the
Purpose for which they were required. He also held th?.t ?he
‘ontract for the sale of coals under a particular description
OWn to the coal trade was not ““a contract for the iale.of a
SPecifieq article under its patent or other trade name, Wlthl‘n

€ Meaning of the proviso to sec. 14. That, he says, 1S
Obviously intended to meet the case, not of the supply of
What may be called raw commodities-or materials, but maflu-
factured articles—steam ploughs, or any form of invention
Which hag 4 known name and is bought and sold under its

0 .
WA name, patented or otherwise.

S E ION—
lzs-'whSTR“‘IOI‘ImMoNlﬂ:Y HELD BY THIRD PERSON NOT PARTY TO THE ACT
JURIsDICT o).

In Craig v, Craig, (1896) P. 171, a sequestration had issued
& divorce action against the co-respondent for the recovery
th damages; and the sequestrators applied upon mOtIOI.l 12
€ Suit for an order compelling the trustees of the marriag
-Semement of the co-respondent to pay into Court the money
o their hands belonging to him. The trustees disputed their
lability to the co-respondent, and the jurisdiction of th'e C(?urt
ho Make the order, and Barnes, J., dismissed the app11f:at101:i,
dl'osl ding that as the trustees were not pa.rties to the CSUIE,t I'lcl}lle
o Puted thejr liability, and the jurisdiction of the Court, N
Urt hag jurisdiction to determine the question upo
mOtion' It may be noticed that the application was not made
}lnder the Rules relating to the attachment of debts, and thg
tudge Was not asked to consider whether they could be use

€nforee Proceedings against the trustees.



